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LONDON, JULY 2, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. . 


We are requestep to state that Mr. Justice Cave does not 
| intend to commence the hearing of the civil cases at the ensuing 
© Maidstone Assizes before Monday, the 11th of July, 





Mr. Henry Jonw Watxer, the District Registrar at Manchester 
| of the High Court of Justice, has been appointed a Taxing 
» Master of the Supreme Court, in succession to Mr. Warvewnicur. 
Mr. Watxer was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1867. 





', We ane crap to learn that Master Brewer, though still suffer- 
} icg from bruises, is recovering satisfactorily from the effects of 
the accident which recently befell him; but, acting on the advice 
of his medical attendant, it is probable that he will 

duties until after the Long Vacation. 





Tr 1s state that in all probability several of the courts will be 
_ ¢losed on Monday next in consequence of the irrepressible desire of 
| learned judges to be present at the Imperial Institute ceremony. 
If this practice is to continue, it will be desirable that a few 
words should be added at the end of R. 8. C., 1888, LXIIL, 2, 
providing that it shall not be necessary for the courts to sit ‘on 
any day on which the Queen appears in public.” 





Tae Laxp Tranerer Birt passed through committee in the 
' House of Lords on Monday evening last. The main amendments 
| introduced have the following effect :—Clause 20 (1) (Insurance 
| Fand) now gives the injured party a direct claim on the fund 
' without the necessity of proceeding against any private delinquent 
| first. Clause 21 (Restoration of Land) now directs the court to 
| restore wrongly registered land to its rightful owner as a mat- 
_ ter of course, except on special cause shewn to the contrary, leaving 
| the wrongly registered proprietor to be compensated out of the 
- fund. Schedule 1 (Insurance Fund).—No insurance fee will be 
_ payable on marriage or other family settlements, though for value, 
and in case of improved value, a proprietor may increase his in- 
surance at any time. We understand that the real property clauses 
_ are being subjected to considerable revision with a view to carry- 
|. ing out more effectually the general policy of the Bill; what the 
» alterations are will not probably appear till Monday next. 





' Tue Brix for the Registration of Deeds of Arrangement intro- 

duced by Sir A. K. Roxtrr, to which we referred on a previous 
" Occarion (ante, p. 437), has now passed the House of Commons 
» with amendments, so that, in some form or other, it will probably be 
' placed upon the statute-book this Session. The chief amendments 
| effected in the Bill in Committee of the House of Commons are 
upon the two points on which we commented, and we observe that 
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probably it would not take effect during the 1 

seems likely that the judges and the Government will have to 
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Mr. Dazr’s death, following with lamentable rapidity his retire- 
ment from practice, has removed a man of great and varied gifts. 
There ts no need to say anything to our readers of his eminence as 
a lawyer; for years and years he was the Conveyancing Cadi, 
sitting above, instead of beside, the gate of New-square, and 
settling with marvellous rapidity and curtness the disputes of 
barred ae + he Legislature to her Foe a no 
attempt made t i monopoly 
by the aveattin ‘ab the summons under the Vendor and Par- 
chaser Act, 1874, had, we believe, little effect on the busi- 
ness in his court; it was obviously as impossible to imitate 
the promptness of decision, unembarra by the necessity for 
explaining the grounds of decision, which characterized the New- 
equare tribunal, as it was to discover a judge who, like Mr. Danr, 
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work. He has been remoyed just when a scheme is in progres® 
which, if successful, will very speedily render his book, to a large 
extent, obsolete. 





Axone THE cuances which have been introduced in the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Bill in the House of Lords, there is one the 
indirect importance of which has not, we believe, been generally 

i As the Bill now stands, the commission is to consist 

two permanent appointed commissioners and three ex officio 
commissioners. Of the three ex officio members one is to be 
appointed for England, one for Scotland, and one for Ireland; and 

@ ex officio commissioner for each part of the United Kingdom 
is to be one of the judges of the superior court of that part. The 
ex officio commissioner for England is to be such judge of a superior 
court as the Lord Chancellor ‘‘ may from time to time by writing 
under his hand assign, and such assignment shall be for a period 
of not less than five years,” and regulations are to be made as to 
the arrangements for securing the attendance of the er officio 
commissioner, as to the times and place of sitting in each case, and 
otherwise for the convenient and speedy hearing thereof. Now 
comes the alteration to which we allude. Clause 6 provides that: 

**Tt shall be lawful for her Majesty, having regard to the business re- 
pm by this Act to be transacted by the ez officio commissioners, and to 

proper transaction of the business, of the superior court in England, to 
eppoint an additional judge of such court, and from time to time to fill 
any vacancy in such judgeship, and the law relating to the appointment 
and qualification of the judges of such superior court, to their duties and 
tenure of office, to their precedence, salary, and pension, and otherwise, 
shall apply to any judge so appointed under this section, and a judge so 
under this section shall be attached to such division or branch 
the court as her Majesty may direct, subject to such power of transfer 
as may exist in the case of any other judge of such division or branch.” 

It will be observed that, although the additional judge of the 
High Court is to be appointed in consequence of the provision for 
the ez officio judicial commissioner, it is nowhere provided that 
the new judge shall be such commissioner. He is to be attached 
to such division of the court as her Majesty may direct, while the 
commissioner is to be ‘‘ such judge of a superior court’ as the Lord 
Chancellor may from time to time assign. The probability seems 
= be that the new judge will be attached to the Chancery 

vision. 





Tue atrextion of practitioners in courts of summary jurisdic- 
tion should be called to the case of South Staffordshire Water- 
works Oo. v. Stone (Weekly Notes, 1887, p. 130), and the strict 
construction there put upon one of the Summary Jurisdiction 
Rules of 1886. It is enacted by section 33 of the Summary Juris- 
diction Act, 1879, that any person desiring to question a conviction 
of a courtof summary jurisdiction may apply for a special case, 
and that ‘‘the application shall be made and the case stated within 
such time and in such manner as may be from time to time 
directed” by rules under the Act. Rule 18 of the Rules of 1886, 
repeating without alteration rule 17 of the Rules of 1880, directs 
that “ an application to state a special case shall be made in writing, 
and a copy left with the clerk of the court, and may be made at any 
time within seven clear days from the date of the proceeding to be 
questioned.” In the South Staffordshire case an oral application to 
state a case was made to justices while sitting, and was granted by 
them in court, but no copy of any application was left with the 
clerk, though a “notice of appeal” was afterwards served upon 
him within the seven days. The case was stated by the justices ; 
but the court (Lord Corzxumner, C.J., and Derma, J.) declined to 
hear it, on the ground that they had no jurisdiction. The case 
seems a hard one, but we think the decision is in accordance both 
with principle and authority. The rule seems to be that, where a 
statute confers a privilege or right, ‘“‘the regulations, forms, or 
conditions which it prescribes for ite acquisition are imperative, in 
the sense that non-observance of them is fatal,” (Maxwell on 
2nd ed., p. 453), and there would be no difference 
een @ statute and a rule in pursuance of a statute. It has 


ne 


an 
held, too, under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, which first gave the 
er to appeal by case, that the transmission of the case within 

s to « superior court, which was required by that Act, 
@ condition precedent to the exercise of the jurisdiction of 
court, and could not be waived (Morgan v. Edwards, 29 L. J. 
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Tur Lorp Cuier Justice was engaged on Wednesday last in the 
somewhat unusual duty of charging the Grand Jury for Middlesex ~ 
on an indictment against a local authority for polluting the Thames 
with sewage. It is stated that this is the first indictment which has 
been presented to this Grand Jury since the Jamaica prosecution, 
which caused the memorable controversy between Lord Chief 
Justice Cocksvan and the present Lord Bracksven. Formerly ~ 
the Middlesex Grand Jury was summoned once in every term, but 
the Grand Juries, Middlesex, Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 52), s. 1, 
relieved the county jurors by providing that the grand jury should 
not be summoned in any term unless before the fourth day thereof 
the Master of the Crown Office should have received notice of 
some business intended to be brought before them. The duty | 
of charging the Middlesex Grand J | was formerly discharged by 
the senior puisne judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench, who received 
an additional payment of £10 per term for so doing, It may be 
remembered that this extra payment was abolished by section 29 
of the Judicature Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 77) subject to the 
vested interests of Mr. Justice Biacksury, who was the senior 
puisne judge of the court when the Act came into operation. 
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THE IRREPRESSIBLE suitor in person has come to the front again 
this week; a plaintiff who conducted his own case before Mr. 
Justice Currry occupying the time of the court for the greater 
part of three days. The inconvenience usually experienced in these 
cases by reason of the ignorance of the rules of evidence and of © 
advocacy exhibited was in this case aggravated by the powerful © 
eloquence of the plaintiff. His desire to make a speech on every ~ 
occasion during the course of giving his evidence and of his cross- 
examination by the defendant’s counsel, as well as on the cross- 
examination of the principal defendant, and his indignation, expressed ~ 
in loud tones, when any irrelevant question or ill-timed speech was 
objected to, many times brought down upon him a rebuke from the 
judge, only to be followed by further indignant speeches from the ~ 
plaintiff. After this exhibition can it be said that a suitor in per- © 
son ought to be treated with leniency, or to be allowed any greater ~ 
licence than a barrister who is acting as an advocate? No doubt © 
a judge has in his hands the power to put a stop to any act tend- © 
ing to disturb the due administration of justice or to waste the | 
public time, but he naturally hesitates to put it in force and to 
make a martyr of the suitor in person. The time would seem to ~ 
have arrived when the judges should agree to some course of action ~ 
which would have the effect of putting a stop to, or, at least, of © 
mitigating, the evils here pointed out. : 
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Tue Batance suxet of the Paymaster-General, on behalf of the | 
Supreme Court of Judicature, during the year ending the 28th of | 
February, 1886, has recently been issued. It is a remarkable fact | 
that the value of the cash and securities in the hands of the pay- 
master belonging to suitors, which, up to the end of February, © 
1884, had for many years been on the increase, has, on the last © 
two returns, shewn a considerable decrease. On the 1st of March, © 
1884, the property (leaving out some miscellaneous items and | 
securities expresed, in foreign currency) in the hands of the pay- | 
master, consisted of £4,429,079 cash and £73,931,247 nominal © 
value of securities; whereas on the Ist of March, 1886, it” 
consisted of £3,931,054 cash and £71,946,527 in securities, 7 
shewing a decrease over the whole period of £438,025 — 
in cash and £1,984,720 in securities. In the report of | 
the Auditor-General, attention is called to the increase of” 
suitors’ funds, being £12,056,884 since the Ist of October, 1871, ~ 
when the Audit Office undertook its present duties with regard to” 
those funds, but no mention is made of the falling off of the last 
two years. During the last fifteen years the number of accounts 
to which these funds stand has increased from 29,960 to 37,021,” 
and it forther appears from the Judicial Statistics that during the 
same period the annual number of cheques drawn in the Pay- 
master’s office increased from 51,623 to 61,464. 
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RECTIFICATION OF DESCRIPTION UNDER THE 
LAND TRANSFER BILL, 


Last week we called attention to an arguable point that will pro- 
bably be raised sooner or later on clause 19 of the Land Transfer 
Bill, relating to the rectification of the ‘ description ” of registered 
estates where adverse possession has been against the regis- 
tered owner. Another curious enquiry is also suggested by the 
proposed enactment. 

Under the Act of 1875 (section 83 (5)) the registered descrip- 
tion is ‘‘not conclusive as to the boundaries or extent of the land.” 
How far in, then, does the force of section 21 of that Act, relating 
to adverse possession, extend?. This will probably depend upon 
circumstances, giving much opportunity for discussion of delicate 
points in each particular case. It would seem that as long as 
boundaries are not ‘‘ confirmed” (as under the Bill proposed) it 
will always bea more or less open question of what land a registered 
proprietor has been registered as proprietor. Thence, by an easy 
step, it appears that it will also be an open question what land can 
not be acquired by adverse -possession. Further, whatever answer 
be given to this question, another point may be taken on the appli- 
cation of clause 19 of the Bill—-namely, this: had the expressions 
used both in clause 19 of the Bill and section 83 (5) of the Act 
been identical, it would have been clear that clause 19 was only to 
apply where boundaries had been confirmed; but they are not 
identical. The Act provides that the registered description shall 
not be conclusive as to the ‘‘ boundaries or extent” of the land— 
meaning, probably, that if the centre of a hedge is registered as the 
boundary, yet for all that the boundary may remain where it was, 
four feet away from it, and that a registered disposition of 4,000 
square yards may, in imaginable cases, really only affect the trans- 
fer of 2,000. (Vendors and purchasers of registered estates are 
probably not generally aware of these points.) But clause 19 of 
the Bill permits rectification of the description of the land where- 
ever it is shewn that the ‘boundaries or parcels” are not in 
accordance with possession, &c. This raises the question what is 
a parcel? If it had been intended that the clause should apply to 
the whole of a registered estate, of course the words boundaries and 
parcels would not have been used. How many parcels, then, and 
how big, can be abstracted from a registered title as merely 
“parcels,” and at what point is the substance of the estate to be 
held to be affected by the lopping of its outlying ndencies ? 
In this respect it seems that clause 19 goes somewhat further than 
the section 83 (5), so as to bring again under the operation of the 
ordinary law as to adverse possession certain portions (though 
quere what portions) of a registered estate which would have been 
safe under the Act of 1875, even without having its boundaries 
confirmed under the Bill. 

But whatever the court may ultimately hold that the clause 
does mean, it is very clear in certain other cases what 
the court will decide that it does mot mean. Whatever interpre- 
tation may be put upon the words “boundaries,” extent,” or 
“ parcels,’’ it is clear that they cannot mean the whole of an estate. 
Whenever, therefore, adverse possession against a registered 
proprietor is obtained as to the whole of an estate—that is to say, 
in the very cases where the occupier has the strongest moral claim 
to the protection of the law, and the registered proprietor has been 
guilty of the grossest possible carelesaness and neglect—the opera- 
tion of the statute will be to oust the former in favour of the 
latter. And this, too, not only in the case of a purchaser, but so 
as to enable the very man, and his successors in title, who have 
slumbered on their rights for, say, 100 years, to require the in- 


dustrious and unsuspecting occupier to Piinguish hie holding at | gen 


their arbitrary bidding. 

Let us take, for instance, the not ann case of a tenant for 
years at a peppercorn rent holding over the determination of 
the tenancy ; all parties being under the mistaken impression that 
he is a fee simple owner. He spends money in improvements. 
He devises it to his widow as her sole provision. On going to be 
registered, she finds that by no means whatever can she protect 
herself from ejectment at any moment, at any distance of time. 
Of course, the insurance fund will not help her in the least. And 
all this injustice for what? To protect the careless and negli- 
gent owner? It has this effect, but this can hardly be the real 
object. To protect purchasers, mortgagees, and lessees of 
land? Yes, but what sort of purchasers, mortgagees, and ? 





Simply those who enter into with land 


title, without taking the to go and look at the sub- 


ect-matter of their bargain, or to make obvious inquiries sug- 
gested by patent facts. ; , . 

Which of these two rival classes of claimants isthe more entitled 
to protection ? 
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WILLS OF MARRIED WOMEN. 


Ir must, we think, have occurred to many that the law, as estab- 
lished by the House of Lords in Willock v. Noble (23 W. RB. 809, 
7 H. L. 580), which disables a married woman from making 
5 oo effectual to pass property to which her 
only arises under her husband’s will, is unsatisfactory. W: 
not presuming to find fault with the decision, which, if we may be 
allowed to say so, seems quite sound, but with the 
eS ee ee ct, 3 

of the law in this respect (Zn re Price, 28 Ch. D. 709). 

It may be well to give a moment’s consideration to 
as re the wills of married women. A married woman might, 
befere the hr Act (1 Ph c. it bee can A ihn 
1) disposing of her separate estate or its savings, or execu- 
2 of a power, or (3), if an executrix, in order to appoint an 
executor for continuing the representation to the original testator, 
or (4), with her husband’s consent, disposing of property not 
reduced by him into ion during the coverture to which he 
would, as husband, sere acquired a right vs de 
subject, however, to the obligation of taking out administration : 
see judgments of Lords Selborne and Cairns in Noble v. Willock, 
Willock v. Noble (21 W. RB. 711, 8 Ch. 778, 23 W. R. 

7 H. L. 580). We should mention, however, that in the 
books are found two other cases—that of the wife of a man 
banished for life by Act of Parliament (Countess of Portland v. 
Protgers, 2 Vern. 109), and (when the law authorized sentences 
of transportation) that of the wife of a man sentenced to transpor- 
tation for life and transported (Re Martin, 2 Rob. 405.) A Queen 
Consort is expressly enabled by statute (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 88, s. 
9) to make a will of real and personal estate. It seems clear that 
in the last only of the four first-mentioned cases the 

to be effectual by the death of the husband during 
lifetime. In the case of the 

course, assumed not to be in 

husband is the survivor. 

Let us now see what are the provisions of the Wills Act which 
have to be regarded for the purposes 
article. as are avg ts 3, AD : > will 
the word ‘ will” in the extends an appointment 
- « « im exercise of a Whee Mee Fotos ween. they 
masculine gender is to to a female. Section 3 empowers 
every to dispose of, by will, all real and personal estate 
which he shall be entitled to at law or in equity at his death, and 
which, if not so disposed of, would devolve upon the heir of him 
or his ancestor, or upou his executor or administrator. Section 8 
enacts that ‘no wi rere Bye anges Re tep Pade 
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he married woman who did not become the survivor until 
after the execution of her will. The Vice-Chancellor said:— 
“The construction I give to the 8th section is, That it 
disables a married woman from doing anything which before the 
passing of the Act she could not have done by reason of her cover- 
ture ; it preserves the incapacity of coverture as it stood before the 
Act; but, as regards any incapacity arising from matters independ- 
ent of coverture, applicable to men and women alike, the statute 
was not intended to draw a distinction between married women 
and other persons.” And, on the appeal, Lord Westbury said :— 
“‘The objection of the appellants is founded on the 8th section 
of the statute, and may be thus stated: The statute cannot be 
applied to render valid any devise contained in the will of a 
married woman, which would not have been valid before the Act. 
But the will of Margaretta Nicholl, if made before the statute, 
would not have been valid as an appointment of the estate in 
question. Therefore, say the appellants, the court cannot apply to 
this will the beneficial principles and rules of construction which 
are introduced by the 24th and 27th sections of the Act, and which 
are necessary to render the will a valid appointment. In other 
words, the plaintiffs contend that the application to this will of the 
24th section of the statute, thereby giving a subsequent date to the 
will, is to confer a testamentary capacity which would not other- 
wise exist, and that this is forbidden by the 8th section. They 
insist that, if, by applying the statute, you make the will of a feme 
covert include that which, but for the statute, it would not, you 
enlarge her capacity, and make her will valid as to property 
of which, without the statute, it would not be a valid disposition. 
It is obvious that the result of this reasoning would exclude all 
wills of married women from the benefit of the provisions of the 
Act, wherever by virtue of its enactment such wills would receive 
a more extended operation. Such could hardly have been the 
intention of the Legislature. . . . Personaily she acquires no 
enlarged capacity from the statute, although her testamentary in- 
strument or will, when made, may have the benefit of more liberal 
rules of interpretation.” 

It may, perhaps, be right to notice that in Thomas v. Jones the 
testatrix died married ; but it is submitted that this was unimportant, 
for it seems clear that a general testamentary power, where not 
limited to take effect only in the event of the husband surviving, 
may be exercised by a married woman so as to take effect whether 
she survives her husband or not (see 3 Dav. Prec. (3rd ed.), 186, 
187). It seems also clear that a general testamentary power given 
to a woman while sole may be exercised by her when married 
(Sug. Pow. (8th ed.), p. 154). Then, it being clear that under 
sections 24 and 27 of the Wills Act a general disposition in a will 
made before a general testamentary power is created may operate 
as an execution of that power, even although the instrument 
creating the power in terms contemplates a prospective execution 
(see, among other cases, Boyes v. Cook, 28 W. R. 754, 14 Ch. D. 
53, and Airey v. Bower, 12 App. Cas. 263), it seems to follow 
that a general disposition in the will of a married woman may 
operate as the execution of a general testamentary power, exercis- 
able irrespective of coverture, which becomes vested in her under 
the will of her deceased husband. Then, as to separate estate, 
section 24 of the Wills Act must, according to Zhomas v. Jones, 
apply to separate property in real estate as well as to a power over 
it. 


We may observe that, under the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, it would seem that in the not infrequent case of an in- 
vestment in the joint names of a husband and wife, if made after 
1882, the wife would be capable of disposing by will made during 
the marriage of her contingent title by survivorship. 

Thus far we have considered the extent of a married woman’s 
capacity of disposition by will either under a power or in respect 
of separate property, and, as we said at the beginning of this 
article, that capacity is ineffectual to enable a married woman by 
will to dispose of property to which her title—we are speaking of 
ownership, not power—arises under her husband’s will. We have 
already expressed the inclination of our opinion that a married 
woman may exercise prospectively a power arising under her hus- 
band’s will. If this be so, why should a married woman not be able 
to exercise a right of disposition arising from ownership that becomes 
vested in her under her husband’s will? Here we may refer to 


what was said by Mellish, L.J., in Noble v. Willock (supra) ; there, 
referring to this question put by Lord Penzance in his judgment 


in Noble v. Phelps (2 P. & D. 276, at p. 283,19 W. R. 1115, af 
p- 1117), “Does the will of a married woman made dt 
coverture speak and take effect with reference to property 
comprised in it as if it had been executed immediately before her © 
death ?’’, Mellish, L.J., in answer to it, said: ‘‘ Now, certainly [© 
should be far from saying that that would not have been a very 
reasonable thing to enact if the Legislature had enacted it, be.” 
cause, no doubt, it very often happens that the husband and the © 
wife grow old together, they both become ill together, at the © 
same time almost, and, possibly, it might be a very convenient © 
thing if a married woman might make a will anticipating the 
time when she should become a widow, and effectual in that | 
event. After her husband’s death she might be in a state prac. © 
tically incapable of making a will until she herself died. In my 7 
opinion, the law has not gone to that extent.” Before adverting © 
to Lord Justice Mellish’s remarks, we may notice that : 
Penzance’s question itself was not, it appears to us, so expressed 
as to bring out the real point, as it omits reference to the cessation ~ 
of coverture. The question intended, we think, was something © 
like this—Does the will of a married woman made during” 
coverture speak and take effect as if it had been executed im- © 
mediately before her death so as to comprise property acquired after ~ 
cessation of the coverture? and it is clear that it is to such a 
question the Lords Justice’s remarks are directed. Then, advert- ~ 
ing to his lordship’s remarks, what was said by the Lord Justice © 
seems to us to afford a strong ground for an amendment of the law | 
in the direction indicated in his remarks ; and when it is borne in | 
mind that a married woman’s will may operate as an execution of © 
a general power taking effect on her surviving her husband, and, | 
as it appears to us, even although the power arises under her ~ 
husband’s will, it is difficult to see why a married woman should | 
not be made capable of making a will which shall be operative on © 
property of which she becomes the owner under her husband's © 
will. aa 
It appears to us that an amendment of the law for this purpose © 
is made more desirable by the passing of the Married Women’s © 
Property Act, 1882, inasmuch as it seems likely that by reason of | 
that Act the number of married women who make their wills will ~ 
be greatly increased, and it would surely be an advantage that a | 
married woman should not be obliged to make a second will in the | 
event of becoming a widow and acquiring the ownership of | 
property under her husband’s will. Moreover, as Parliament has, © 
by the Married Women’s Property Act, recognized the capacity of 
a married woman to manage her property and secured to her the 
power to do so, it seems well nigh absurd that she should still 
remain incapable of making a will while under coverture disposing 
of property which may be in her power of disposition when she 
becomes a widow. The influence of her husband must surely be 
less to be apprehended in the case of property which he cannot © 
himself enjoy than in the case of property which he may take | 
under her disposition if he survives. An enactment that a married | 
woman shall be capable of disposing by will of any property | 
which at the time of her death may be subject to her testamentary © 
disposition would seem to meet the object. 4 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SOLICITOR-TRUSTEE COSTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| q 
Sir,—You refer to Christopher v. White as settling the point against a — 
partner of a solicitor-trustee being able to charge profit ¢ costs where | 
the trustee himself would not be allowed them. I thought there was — 
@ case @ year or two since in which, on it being shewn that although © 
the trustee was a a he took no ry from the firm’s business | 
and did not do the work himself, and that in that case it was held © 
that the might charge in the usual way. T.P.Y. @ 
Loudon, June 25. q 
[Om meaning, of come, gr that Bow the solieline dae 4 
would participate in the profit costs, his partner could not charge 
them. If the partnership articles expressly provide that the solicitor- 
trustee shall not participate in the profit costs, or have any benefit 
from them, the solicitor-trustee ma ie beg partner the wil charges 
for work done for the trust estate (C v. Carlon, 7 Jur. N. 8. 441), 
ae ee oe oe ee ee authority on the 
pew, but should be glad if our correspondent (whose accuracy 
w) could refer us to one,—Ep. 8S, J.] 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


SHEPPARD v. THE SCINDE, TUNJAUB, AND DELHI RAILWAY 
CO.—O. A. No. 2, 28th June. 


Rar.way Oompany—Purcuasz or Unpertakine By Government—D1- 
vision OF Purcnass-Monzy amonec SHARBHOLDERS—SuHares UneQuaLLy 
Par Up. 


This was an eppeal against a decision of Kekewich, J. (35 W. R. 516), 
the question being how, on the purchase of the undertaking of the 
cog td by the Secretary of State for India, the -money was to 
be divided among the stock and sharehc)ders of the company. The 


Secretary of State had an option of p the com "s under- 
taking ‘‘ at a eum equal to the amount of the value of all the shares and 
capital stock in the company issued or created for the of the 

ways and flotilla, calculated according to the mean et value of 


such shares or stock during the three years re ee the 
date of the purchase,"’ and he was also empowered, in of paying a 
gross sum, to pay an annuity for a fixed term of years. At the time when 
the Secretary of State gave notice of his intention to exercise his option 
of purchase the capital of the company consisted of £11,010,100 stock and 
14,832 shares of £20, in respect of which only £5 per share had been 
called up and paid. The provisions of the Companies Olauses Oonsolida- 
tion Act, 1845, with respect to the making of dividends, were incor- 
porated in the company’s special Acts, the fits being divisible in 
proportion to the amounts paid up by the shareholders. In March, 1885, 
the Secretary of State gave notice of his intention to purchase the com- 
pany’s undertaking at the price of £14,009,124 8s. 3d. The question was 
whether this sum was divisible amongst all the holders of s and shares 
in proportion to the respective amounts of capital paid up by them (in 
which case the holder of £20 stock would receive four times as much as 
the holder of a £20 share on which only £5 had been ) or whether (as 
the holders of the £20 shares on which only £5 per had been paid 
contended) the holders of stock ought to receive in the first instance £15 
for each £20 of stock which they held (so as to place them on an equality 
with the holders of the shares), and the residue of the purchase-money 
should then be divided rateably amongst all the holders of stock and 
shares on the footing that five shares of £20 were equivalent to £100 
stock. There was no provision by statute or by agreement as to the mode 
of division. Kekewich, J., held that the purchase-money ought to be 
divided among the holders of stock and shares in rtion to the 
amounts contributed by them respectively to the capital of the company— 
in other words, that each holder of £20 stock ought to receive four times 
as much as the holder of a £20 share. 

Tue Oourt or Arrzat (Corron, Bowzn, and Fay, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision, being of opinion that the equitable mode of division was in 
proportion to the amounts of the contributions by means of which the 
property which was purchased had been created.—Counszi, Rigby, Q.C. ; 
R. 8. Wright and C. A. Reeve; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Barber, Q.0., and 
Ingle Joyce. Sourcrrons, Trinders ; Hollams, Son, § Coward. 


SYMONDS v. SYMONDS—C. A. No. 2, 29th June. 


Aprgat From Ornpgsr Mane sy Jupce my Onampers—CerriricaTs BY 
Jupce THAT HE Destnzs no Furtszr Aroument—Jupicaturs Act, 
1873, s. 50. 


This was an “are for leave to set down an appeal from an order 
made by Chitty, J., in chambers, without any certificate from him that he 
had heard the case fully argued, and did not desire to hear any further 
argument. He had declined to give the certificate when application was 
made to him for it, and had said that the applicant must move in court to 
discharge the order. It was urged that the question (which was whether 
the action should be tried with a jury) had been, in fact, fully argued in 
chambers, and that the result would be — to inflict un’ costs on 
the applicant if he was compelled to move in court to discharge the order. 
Reliance was placed on Re Eisom (6 Ch. D. 346) as shewing that, under 
such circumstances, the Court of Appeal would allow the appeal to be 
heard without the certificate. 

Tue Covrr or Aprzat (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
aaa f said that in Re Elsom it was laid down that the Court o sores 
would dispense with the certificate of the judge if they were satisfi 
other means that the case had been fully argued before him. In the 
wa case they were not satisfied that Ohitty, J., did not desire to hear 

er argument.—CovunszL, Oswald. Soxicrron, 7. Lamartine Yates, 


BANKES eo. SMALL—O. A. No. 2, 17th June. 


Vznpor ann Purcuassrn—Oovenant ror Furtuer Assurance—Convey- 
anog or Bass Fez py Tenant rn Tati 1x Remarnper—OCovenant To Exe- 
cure Disenrartinc Dezp—Svunszquent Daatu or Tanant ror Lirs— 
Srzciric Perronmance—3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 74, 8. 47. 


This action was brought for the specific performance of a covenant 
entered into by the defendant in a conveyance to the plaintiff, that he and 
his mortgagee (who joined in the deed) and every person having or 
claiming any estate, ght, title, or interest in or to the premises conveyed, 
of any of them, through or in trust for them, or either of them, would at 
all times, at the cost of the defendants, his heirs or assigns, ‘‘ execute 
every such disentailing and other assurance and do every such thing for 
the er or more perfectly assuring all or any of the said premises to 
ead gle tiff, his heirs or sasigns, as should be reasonably 
required. The defendant was formerly tenant in tail in remainder of the 
property, his father being tenant for life and protector of the settlement. 








fatber had consented as protector, would have been to convert the estate 
tail into an estate in fee simple; but, inasmuch as the father did not 
consent, only a base fee was created. In 1874 the 
purchase the fee simple from the defendant and his 
esate oa ce oa a Me 
property, » OD 
valuable consideration, conveyed 
ate ne ere eee o a 
e defendant being then in a position 
thus convert the base fee into an estate in fee simple, the 
specific performance of the covenant for further assurance by the execution 
of a disentailing deed. On of 
covenant for further assurance did not extend to a future interest devoly- 
ing on the vendor, and yet gs knew the state 
time when the deed was a 3 
ante, p. 202) that the defendant was bound to execute a disentailing deed. 
Tus Court or Appgat (Corton, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) agreed in 
the view of Kekewich, J., subject to question which they raised—viz, 
whether section 47 of the Fines anid Recoveries Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 74) 
did not prevent the court from entertaining such an action. 
it will remembered, that ‘‘in cases of pyr a ete lands 
under this Act by tenants in tail thereof . . . A ane te 
courts of equity shall be al a 
person claiming for a val or meritorious consideration, or not, 
re; to the specific performance of contracts and the supplying 
defects in the execution of the of given by Act 
tenants in tail, and the supplying under of the want 
execution of such powers of tion . . . and in regard to 
giving effect in any other manner toany act or deed 
which in a court of law would not be au effectual 
Act.”” This point was reserved for further argument.—Oounsst, Warm- 
ington, Q.C., and Russell Roberts ; Barber, Q.0., and 7. Rawlinson. Sout 
crrors, R, Chapman ; Lovell, Son, ¢ Pitfield. 


MAGNUS o. THE es NATIONAL BANK—Kay, J., 25th 
une. 


Banx—Loan on Szcunrry or Transrer or Srocx sy Jomr Hoipsrs— 
Re-Transrer ey Bank To Nommvez or Onze or Toem—Re-Investuant 


= 


i 
: 


) was 
of saggecting ond Suey lig SON Oeag ee e  raen e 1882 
wet ty aerate his co-trustees to se ae pe pemee tinge st abe oD gpg 
wit! chy cndisgpebns bho ng WN ange Fy cers Book HP to two 
transferees for a 5 transfer, 
certificate of the stock, was deposited by Goldsmid with the bank with 
whom he dealt, as part security for a large advance 
purposes, the transferees’ names 
stood that Goldsmid’s authority was, not to sell to 
mo: . When the advance was 
the three transferors, but by the direction of Goldsmid, aud without 
communicating with the other two, caused the stock to be transferred to 
a purchaser from Goldsmid, and handed him the certificate. Goldsmid 
thus received the yetchers- ny Ss Oe ee ae in the 
urchase in his own name of the other stock he had suggested 
is co-trustees. This stock he afterwards sold and 
own use, and then became bankrupt and 
thereupon brought this action against the bank to make them account for 
the value of the stock. 

Kay, J., held that the bank was lisble for the value of the stock at the 
time when they transferred it to the purchaser from Goldsmid. The 
transfer by the trustees conferred, at 
bank. But the bank did not buy, and 
was entirely without the au 
bank was bound to have re- 
It was ed that the bank’s breach of duty was not the ximate 
cause of © Les, for that Goldamid had re-invested the proceeds of sale, 
and, although in his own name only, that the trustees in’ 
of the stock, and might have claimed the re-investments. Bat that could 
only have been as had never 
seed oe ly in or secured to the trust, and this was owing to the 

ot duty by the bank. No doubt the 


liable for the value of the Lame Treg oe 
Q.0., and G. Henderson ; Rigby, Q.C., and ; 
Ingle Joyce. Sorscrrons, Futooye, Field, ¢ Baker ; Stretton, 
$ Newman ; Norton, Rose, Norton, ¢ Cv. 


ia 
OAKEY & SONS ». DALTON—Ohitty, J., 18th June. 


Trapve-Manxk—Inraincement—Svrvivor—Ricur or Execuvrons to Cons 
tinuz Actron—Insuncrion—Trape-Marxs Act, 1875, 

ton tafeincaneed ol 6 toda teal seabed’ tar that the 

‘or a 

Trade-Marks Act of 1875, claiming an injunction, account, and damages. 
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The tiff having died, the action was continued by his executors, but 
the defendant raised the point of law that the action was extinguished by 
the plaintiff's death, being an action grounded on a tort, and, therefore, 
within the maxim actio personalis, &c. He also contended that the execu- 
tors could not sue for an injunction until they had caused themselves 
to be registered as owners of the trade-mark. The executors stated that 
it had been held, even in the time of George II., that the right to a trade. 
mark patsed to personal representatives: Giblett v. Read (9 Mod, 459) ; 
Sebastian on Tradle- Marks, 2nd ed., p. 96. 

Curtry, J., said that he was of opinion that the cause of action con- 
tinued to the executors, because the estate which they had received from their 
testator was alleged to Lave suffered by the wrongful acts of the defend- 
ant. The executors, therefore, were entitled to enforce compensation. That 
being so, it was not necessary to decide the question as to the executors’ 
right to sue for an injunction.—Covnsrt, Romer, Q.C., and Willis Bund ; 
Aston, Q.C., and Bardswell. Soxtcrrons, Paddison, Son, § Co.; Horne $ 
Birkett, for Thos. Chorlton, Manchester. 


FOLI ». DEVONSHIRE CLUB—Chitty, J., 20th June. 


Insunction—Onstruction or Visw—Mertrorouis Buitpine Act, 1855, s. 
26, n. 5—Mernopotrs Manacement Act, 1882, s. 13. 


In this case the plaintiff sought an interim injunction restraining the 
defendants from erecting a wooden stand in such a way as to obstruct the 
plaintiff's view of the Jubilee procession. The plaintiff submitted that 
under rule 5 of the Metropolis Building Act, 1855, s. 26, the defendants 
had no right to construct any projection’so as to intercept the line of 
view of owners or occupiers of adjacent houses. The defendants had 
obtained from the Metropolitan Board of Works a licence under the 
Metropolis Management Act, 1882, s. 13, authorizing the erection. 

Curry, J., said that it was well established that an injunction would 
not go to an amenity of view. The rule relied upon by the plaintiff was 
made by the board for its own guidance and was not an enactment bindin 
on all . Moreover, by section 13 of the Act of 1882 the boar 
were intrusted with the power of granting licences, presumably because it 
was contemplated that in doing so the board would consider the interests 
of all es. He declined the injunction, but costs would be costs in 
the —Oovunset, Birrell ; Byrne. 


Re GREGSON, CHRISTISON ». BOLAM.—North, J., 25th June. 


Morreacor axp Mortcacer—Poutcy or Insurance—Svunrtvs Procerps— 
Sztr-orr acatnst Unsecurep Dest or Deceasep Morreacor, 


The question in this case was wh:ther the mortgagees of a policy of 
insurance on the life of the mortgagor were entitled after his death to 
apply the surplus proceeds of the policy, beyond the amount due upon 
their mortgage, to the payment of an unsecured debt due to them from his 
estate. In 1847 the mortgagor, in consideration of a sum of £28,000 lent 
to him by an insurance company, granted to trustees for the a+ pag J an 
annuity of £1,790 for the term of ninety-nine years, if he should so long 
live, the annuity being made payable quarterly. The mortgagor 
covenanted to pay the annuity, and charged it upon his life estate in 
certain real estate. The annuity was futher collaterally secured by a 
warrant of attorney to enter up judgment against the mortgagor for 
£56,000, under which judgment was entered up, but, inasmuch as the 

udgment was never registered in compliance with 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, it 
ineffectual. In 1881 the mortgagor borrowed another sum of 

£4,000 from the same insurance company, and to secure it he mortgaged 
to their trustees a policy of insurance for £5,000 on his own life, which 
he had effected with another insurance company. The mortgage deed 
contained an absolute assignment of the policy to the trustees, subject to 
@ proviso for redemption on payment of £4,000 and interest, in which case 
the mortgagees were to re-assign the policy to the mortgagor, his executors, 
, Or assigns. There was a power for the mort, 8 to sell 
the policy, and, after retaining out of the proceeds of sale the amount 
which should be due to them on the security, they were to pay the 
eurplus (if any) to the mortgagor, his executors, administrators, or assigns. 
There was no express provision for the case of the death of the mortgagor, 
and the receipt of the policy-moneys by the mortgagees. The mortgagor 
died in September, 1855, insolvent, and this action was brought for the 
administration of his real and personal estate. The power of sale had not 
been , and the mortgage debt of £4,000 was still due. Two 

hird 


f 


quarterly instalments of the annuity of £1,790, and an apportioned part ofa 
t instalment, were also due, and, the mortgagor's life estate having 
come to an end, those instalments constituted an unsecured debt, The 
trustees of the insurance company received the £5,000 payable under the 
policy, and, after satisfying what was due to their company under the 
@ surplus of £812 remained in their hands, and they claimed to 
retain surplus in part satisfaction of the unpaid arrears of the annuity, 
which amounted to £1,099. By arrangement the question whether the 
trustees were entitied to do this was raised between them and the mort- 
ergor's executor by m of a summ in the administration action. 
ontn, J., held that there was no such right of retainer. He said 
that the claim of the trustees was to hold the surplus of the moneys as 
security for a debt the security for which had ceased to exist. It was 
admitied that there could be no consolidation of mortgages, there being, 
in point of fact, only one m » in existence. Lz parte Williams (i 
Ch. D. 117) was an authority for that, and it also shewed that the un- 
secured could not be tacked to the secured debt. The claim of the 
trustees had been based on three grounds: (1) It was urged that they 
were in possession of the money, and that melior est condstio identis. 
They, no doubt, had the money, but they clearly held it to the use of the 
execator, and it was a fallacy to say that a man who had money in his 












hands to the use of another who owed him a debt, was in any bett 
position because he had the money in his hands, unless he had a | 
right of retainer. (2) The claim was based on ‘‘ natural justice.” T 
might be a good argument to address to the 


There can be no natural justice in allowing one creditor of a testator, 


simply because he happens to have a mortgage, to retain the balance in ~ 
favour of himself to the prejudice of the other crediters, thus virtually — 
giving himself another mortgage. If a man has a a on a dead © 

off the mortgage — 


man’s property, and he realizes the property and pays 
according to natural justice, the sur- 
plus ought to belong to the dead man’s estate, to be divided among the 
creditors. He is only a bare trustee of the surplus.’”’ (3) The third 
ground wasa legal one—viz., that the trustees had a right of set-off. The 
right of set-off must depend either upon agreement or upon statute. At 
common law there was no right of set-off as between two persons each of 
whom had a right of action against the other. A tender of the balance 
by the person who owed the larger sum would not be a legal 
tender. There was in the present case no agreement for a set-off, 
and it was clear from decided cases that there could be no 
statutory right of set-off of a debt due by a testator in his 
lifetime, for which the executor was never personally liable, against 
a debt in respect of which the testator had no right of action in his 
lifetime. If the power of sale had been exercised by the mortgagees during 
the testator’s lifetime, and they had received more than sufficient to satisfy 
their mortgage debt, and the testator had claimed the surplus, unques- 
tionably there might have been a right of set-off against arrears of the 
annuity due from him. Rees v. Watis (11 Ex. 410); Lambarde v. Older (17 
Beav. 542) ; Newell v. The National Provincial Bank of Englund (1 C. P. D.496); 
and Hallett v. Hallett (13 Ch. D. 232) were clear authorities that the defendant 
to an action by an executor (suing as euch) for a debt becoming due after 
the testator’s death could not set off a debt due to him from the testator 
in his lifetime, But the trustees relied on three cases. The first was 
Spalding v. Thompson (26 Beay. 637), but the decision of Lord Romilly, 


debt and has a surplus, oo 


M.R., in that case was based on grounds which entirely distinguished it — 


from the present case. The next case was Re Haselfoot’s Estate (L. B. 13 
Eq. 327), the facts of which were very similar to those of the present case, 
Lord Romilly, M.R , there said that he thought Spalding v. Thompson was 
precisely in point, and that it had not been reversed or doubted; that he 
thought his decision there right, and that he must be bound by it. North, 
J., said that he had already pointed out that Spalding v. Thompson was 
based on an entirely different state of facts. But the ground of Lord 
Romilly’s decision in Re Haselfoot’s Estate was that he was bound by 
Spalding v. Thompson. He went on to give reasons for his decision, but it 
was clear that the report could not be relied on, for some passages in the 
judgment were quite unintelligble. But Lord Romilly did not treat it as 
a question of set-off. The third case, which was the only one, so far as 
his lordship was aware, in which Re Haselfoot’s Estate had been followed, 
was Ex parte National Bank (14 Eq. 507). That case was not really 
any authority, for the point was not argued, and though Malins, V.O., 
said (p. 516): ‘It seems to me, on this general principle, that if A. 
creates a mortgage in favour of B., and, the mo © being realized, he 
has the balance in his hands, natural justice would seem to point out that 
he would be entitled to retain the surplus and apply it in payment ofa 
general debt due to him,’’ that was a mere obiter dictum a a point which 
had not been argued, and which was not n to the decision of the 
case, and too much weight must not be attributed toit. These three cases did 
not furnish authority for the present case. But the decision of Jessel, 
M.R., in Talbot v. Frere (9 Ch. D. 568) was precisely in point._ It was 
immaterial in the present case whether the insurance company were or 
were not trustees ae the mortgagor, for they had clearly no claim under 
their security which had been satisfied. They held the surplus moneys to 
the use of the mortgagor’s executor, and, there being no right of set-off, 
the executor’s claim to be paid these moneys was well founded.—Oounsen, 
CozenseHardy, Q.C., and Warrington; Napier Higgins, Q.0., and W. C. 
Druce, Soxicrrons, Crossman, Crossman, § Prichard ; Burrows § Barnes. 


Re RICHARDS, SHENSTONE v. BROOK—Noith, J., 28th June. 


Votuntary Girr—Comp.etion oy Girt—Oreation or Taust—De.ivery 
or Promissory Norg on Conpirion. 


The question in this case was whether a testatrix had made an effectual 
voluntary gift of a promissory note signed by herself, or had constituted 
a valid trust of it for the intended donee. By her will, made in 1873, the 
testatrix gave a legacy of £150 to E., who was in her employment as house- 
keeper. In 1877 the testatrix consulted O., her solicitor, whom she had 
appointed one of her executors, as to further benefiting E. beyond what 
she had given her by her will. Ultimately, the testutrix banded to C.a 
promissory note for £200, signed by herself, and made payable on demand 
to E., tellmg C. not to mention the note to anyone but E., but to retain 
it in his ion until the death of the testatrix, and then to give it to 
E, ‘if she should remain in the service of the testatrix until her death.’’ 


C. retained the ery se om afier the death of the testatrix, 
who gave bim no further about it. E. continued in the service 
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Legislature, but a judge 
could only deal with the law of the land. But his lordship agreed with — 
what Jessel, M.R , said in Talbot v. Frere (9 Ch. D. at p. 571): ‘I should = 
have thought equity and natural justice were exactly the other way, ~ 
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of the testatrix until her death. She had been informed of the dope 4 


the note with C., and she stated that the testatrix had promised 


a provision for her in addition to what she had done by her will, if she would 
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been effectually transferred to her by the testatrixz, and that C, bad not 
been constituted a trustee of the note for her. 

Norrs, J., held that E. was entitled to the £200. He said that it could 
not be a that, if the testatrix had placed £200 in money in the 
hands of C., with a direction similar to that which she gave respecting 
note, there would have been an effectual voluntary gift of the £200 to E. 
It was not, however, necessary that money should be actually over ; 
it was only necessary that there should be either a complete sfer of 

rty or a valid declaration of trust of it. The note was placed in the 
Ponds of O., as a trustee, to be handed over by him to E. on the — 
ing of the particular event mentioned by the testatrix, and down to the 
time of her death she had never altered the intention which she had ex- 
ressed to him. It was unnecessary to consider what would have been 
the result if the testatrix had changed her mind.—Covunsut, Cookson, Q.C., 
and 8. B. L. Drwee ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Phipson Beale; Giffard, Q.O., 
and Bardswell ; Yate Lee; Manby; B..Ford. Soxictrons, Gamilen, Burdett, 
& Woodhouse ; Letts Brothers ; Lane, Fagge, § Andrews; Venn § Co. 


BOSVILLE ». THE A eee D. & A. Div., 29th 
une. 


Evrpence—Presumption or Lecrrimacy—Periop oF GEsTaTion. 


Judgment was given in this case on an application to a Divisional Court 
for a new trial of a petition under the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858, 
which had been tried before the President of the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division and a special jury. The petitioner, Arthur Bolle 
Bosville, by his next friend, petitioned for a declaration that he was the 
legitimate son of Thomas Bolle and Elizabeth Marian Bosville. Mr, and 
Mrs. Bosville were married on the 14th of June, 1882, and a daughter was 
born in the following year. On the 30th of June, 1884, the 
with Augustus William Craven. On the 6th of August, 1885, the court 
pronounced a decree nisi dissolving the marriage, which decree was after- 
wards made absolute, On the 3rd of April, 1885, Mrs. Bosville gave birth 
to a son, who was the petitioner in this suit. Mr. and Mrs. Bosville had 
been cited to appear, and the former alleged in his angwer that he was 
not the father of the petitioner. The Attorney-General traversed the 
allegations in the petition, but took no active part in the proceedings. At 
the trial no medical evidence was called on behalf of the petitioner, but 
it was contended that, since the petitioner was born only 277 days after 
the cessation of cohabitation between the husband and the wife, there 
was an irrebuttable presumption in favour of his legitimacy, and that no 
evidence was admissible to rebut that presumption. Mr. Bosville’s 
counsel called evidence to show that at the time of Mrs, 
Bosville’s elopement certain physical conditions existed, and two 
medical witnesses were called, who stated that the existence of 
such conditions within the 277 days would almost exclude the idea 
that the child was Mr. Bosville’s. The President, in summing up the case 
tothe jury, laid it down that the child of a married woman must be presumed 
to be the child of her husband until the contrary was ed, although 
the stringency of the rule had been somewhat Clad ies more modern 
cases, and that.a party disputing the child’s legitimacy could not succeed 
without proving such facts as would carry to the jury the conviction of 
his illegitimacy. He expressed an opinion that the medical evidence did 
not demonstrate the impossibility of Mr. Bosville the father of the 
petitioner, and he expressed his regret that the law excluded the evidence 
of the husband and wife. He also read to the jury the following extract 
from the judgment of Lord Lyndhurst in Morris v. Davies (5 C. & F. 265): 
—‘‘ That presumption of law is not lightly to be re d. It is not to be 
broken in upon or shaken by a mere balance of probability. The evidence 
for the purpose of repelling it must be strong, distinct, 
conclusive.’ The jury found that the petitioner was not the son of Mr. 
Bosville, and an application was a made to a divisional court 
for a new trial, on the grounds of misdirection and that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence. Tho petitioner’s counsel argued that the 
poemplien 0! ory. e was & proesumptio juris et de jure and could not 

rebutted, and that, therefore, the jury ought to have been directed to 
find a verdict in accordance with the prayer of the petition. On the 
other side it was ur that the pemeee could not o ory to the direc- 
am ta the funy, w ch was strongly in his own favour; that the presump- 
tion of leg from cohabitation was not a umptio juris et 
de jure, since it ht be rebutted by evidence of phy incapacity ; and 
that the medical evidence adduced st the trial was sufficient to rebut the 
presumption, The ae cases were cited during the argument :— 
The Banbury Peerage case (1 8. & 8. 153) ; Head v. Head (1 T. & R. 138); 
Morris v. Davies (1 O. & T. 163); Bury v. Philpott (2 Myl. & K. 349) ; i- e 
v. Edmonds (4 W. R. 71); Plowes v. Bossey {t W. R. 2, 2D. & 8.1 ‘ 
Hawes v. Draiger (81 W. R. 576, 23 Ch. D. 173); The Aylesford Peerage case 
(ll App. Cas. 1). 

Burr, J., now delivered the judgment of the Divisional Court. In the 
case of the birth of a child during wedlock there was, of course, primd 
facie a strong presumption in favour of its le; ; but on the other 


hand it was established by high authority that evidence was admissible | tri 


to rebut the presumption, and, therefore, there was no ground for the 
contention that the presumption is a prasumptio juris et de jure, and that 
the jury ought to have been directed to find a verdict for the petitioner. 
The decision of the House of Lords in Morris v. Davies was an authority 
in favour of this view, as was shewn by the observations of Lord Black- 
burn in The Aylesford Peerage case. It could not be said that there had 
been any misdirection in the present case. The child was born within a 
not impossible period of gestation, and the President had and 
explained to the jury the statement of the law expressed by Lord d- 
hurst in Morris v, Davies, and he would not have been jus in 
withdrawing the case from the jury. The counsel for the petitioner had 
also failed to shew that the verdict was against the weight of evidence. 


é 
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No medical evidence had been adduced by 

witnesses called on the other side had adverse to the 
probability of the legitimacy of the 5 the whole course of 
conduct on the part of the mother ited to the conclusion that Craven 


the legitimacy 

be found upon a mere balance of ities, but in the present case 
there was sufficient evidence to j the mr On both grounds the 
application for a new trial must be refused. Cotznipes, 0.J., con- 
curred. Covunszt, Gully, Q.0., and Ram; Gore; Sir C. Russell, Qo., 
Inderwick, Q.C0., and C. A, Middleton. So.sctrors, Gedge, Kirby, ¢ Millett ; 
Gregan, Roweliffes, Rawle, ¢ Johnstone ; Collyer-Bristow, Withers, Russell, 
¢ Hill. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


. Be parte BURGESS, Re BURGESS.—Q. B. Div., 7th and 8th June. 


Banxrurtroy—DiscHarcB—RsgmovaL or Disqualirications—Rervsat oF 
Csutiricate—Misconpuct—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 32. 


In this case the bankrupt appealed from the refusal of the judge of the 
Norwich County Court to grant him a certificate for the removal of 
disqualifications under section 82 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Section 
32 provides that where a debtor is 
to the provisions of the Act, be 
in the Touse of Lords or Commons, or being 
justice of the peace, mayor, alderman, 
school board, vestry, or in other 
ed, but that ‘‘ (2) The disqualifications to which a bankru 

ect under this section shall be removed 

e obtains from the court his 
his bankruptcy was caused by 

. Tke court may grant or withhold such 

ut any refusal of such certificate shall be subject to : 
present case the bankrupt was a printer at Norwich 
Daylight gb pe in that town. In a having been indicted for a libel, 
he gave a bill of sale over his property for the of his defence. 
At the Ipswich Summer Assizes he was found 
three months imprisonment and to py the costs of the prosecution. 
During the bankrupt’s imprisonment goods, popes be machinery 
and plant, &c., were sold, and in August, 1886, while still in prison at Ips- 
wich, he filed his own le for discharge, the 


gS 


o 


reported 

to be — and = poe 
composition arrangemen 
bankrupt was granted on consent being given that j it 
egies his to the official receiver 5s. in the by instalments, 
under section 28, sub-section (6), but an application for a certificate for 
the removal! of tions under 

court judge hol 
something unforeseen which could not be 
understood ; that the which had withou 
embarrassment on the in the ope ab was the criminal trial, 
which, coupled with the fact that the 

wd Bere se mips 

conclusion that the bankruptcy had caused by misfortune without 


any misconduct on the ’s On it was urged on 
Ar tas bankrupt thot Oe tos yer eatthahhe te the la onrte 
and to the fact that owing to forced sale his property had realized 


Muir Markensie. Soxrcrrors, Storey ¢ 
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SOLICITORS STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


25th June—Eanest Warts. 
28th Juné—Josern Enwarp Cvurrats. 
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that England could boast of. He did not single out the 
alone as apart from the profession. He was to 

fession of which they were all members. would like 

down to refer to an incident which had taken place in the Temple-gardens 
Oe ee oe shewing what ought to be done by all of them 
as & profession g not only in helping each other, but in help- 
ing those less fortunate than themselves. He had seen in the pera goed 
this morning a record that upwards of 2,000 little children taken from 
the gutters of the East End of London had been entertained in 
Temple-gardens by the Benchers and Queen’s Counsel. That was only 
one phase of their common existence, They might look upon those un- 
happy gutter children and say they were unfortunate, but it was in 
the profession of the law, as in other a ions, that times came when 
great moral courage was required. He did not care whether it was the 
judge who had just gone to the bench, and who had to brave the ordeal 
of the position; or that individual who, from a stuff robe, 
launches on the waters of speculation in silk and does not know whether 
he is going to the dogs or whether he is to make for himself a high posi- 
tion ; or the solicitor from the country who had come to London to take a 


¢ 


ractice, in the purchase of which he had ventured all his tal; or the 
aw clerk whose interests were bound up with those of his and who 
has to look to the future of himself and his family. e judge to 
the humblest law clerk, each required that greatest of moral a tes— 


moral courage, And he asked the members of the society in the times of 
adversity not to be hasty in looking to the society, but to combat the 
evils they had to meet in life. He urged them not to be ready to have 
recourse to these splendid funds accumulated during the last fifty-five 
years. Fora great many years he had had the pleasure of being present 
on these occasions. He took the greatest interest in the po Fang and 
— its success would go on increasingly. 

r. Garnsrorp Brucs, QO., returned thanks for the bar. He said 
they were all proud of their profession, and well they might be proud of 
it. It had been said by ar. old writer that the voice of the law was the 
harmony of the world, and all things felt her power. The greatest felt 
her power, and the least was not exempted from her care. It was on 
occasions of this kind that one was forcibly reminded of the great brother- 
hood of the law. What a great brotherhood it was, and how they all 
e— ge by recognizing the great brotherhood to which they all 

longed. It was a very busy and active brotherhood. In all branches 
of the profession men were busy working. He hoped, he believed, he 
was sure, that it was an honourable profession, thet unless men in the pro- 
fession devoted themselves to their work from apd ees ae and were 
actuated by honour in every act, they were unworthy of the profession, and 
they could never have the confidence of those with whom 
contact. It was not only in the higher branches, but in a 
and this was carried out to a remarkable extent, and he did not any 

rofession in which the members were on terms with one another. 
e reason was that they were so busy fighting their clients’ quarrels that 
they could not afford to have any quarrels of their own. He hoped the 
characteristics of which he had spoken would continue to prevail, and that 
they would always be an active, busy, honourable brotherhood, and that 
they should remain on good terms with one another, and so discharge 
theix duties to their own credit and to the advantage of those for whom 
they were concerned. 

Mr. J. R. Apams responded for the profession, expressing his belief that 
solicitors did not take so much interest in the society as the members of 
the bar, which was much to be regretted. 

Mr. Lewis Cowanp, in a humorous speech, gave the toast of the ladies, 
and the BP terminated. 

a" ptions and donations were received to the amount of upwards of 


ormed under 
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During dessert a programme of music was excellently 
the direction of Mr. Gregory Hast, assisted by Madame 
Florence Winn, and Mr. Franklin Olive. Pianiste, 
Kempling, R.A.M. 








The death is announced of Sir Matthew Cameron, Ohief Justice of the 
Common Pleas of Ontario, Canada, who was knighted only last month. 


The Insurance Record observes that the Jubilee has brought honours to 
the Law Fire Office, three directors of which are among the new knighta— 
namely, the chairman, Arnold W. White, Esq., Solicitor to the Queen ; 
Wm. J. Farrer, Eeq., High Bailiff of Westminster; and H. Fox Bristowe, 
Eaq., Q.0., Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of le 


On the 24th ult. the Prince Regentof Bavaria paid a visit to the al 
Courts of Justice, and was conducted over the by the - 
tendent. The Prince Regent, it is understood, contem erecting new 
law courts in Munich shortly, and his Ree See ne aoe 
interest in his inspection of the various courts and the mode of ucting 
business in them, which was explained to him, 


In the House of Commons on the 23rd ult., in answer to Mr. Ohilders, 
Mr. Matthews seid that answers had been received from a large majority 
of the court-house authorities with reference to the of 
prisoners awaiting trial. Most of these bodies had ee committees 


or were ctherwise considering the question. Some 
the alterations and improvements suggested by the committee of the t 


hon. gentleman. Very few—not more than one or two—had to 
adopt those suggestions, and these he hoped it be induced to take a 
snoee seasemable view, and on the whole he that there would be no 


necessity for legislation on the subject. 
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A HISTORY OF SOLICITORS AND ATTORNEYS.* 
Br Fazpsaiox E. Sawyze, F.S8,A., of Brighton. 


their 
members frem an early date), it 
for bringing before the members of the Incorporated ] 
fession, including a complete list (or index) of attorneys and solicitors so far 
** The “ye disposal, of precludes the possibility of 
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1. Origin of the Office of At and ion. —Attorneys-at-law 
no doubt aA prod v, ep er no a state of 


dout v of, and 
civilization, believ 
2s waged, Eariy Encl 
uired the personal attendance of parties to an action at 


ean 
as a relic of the times when “ 
this, of course, occasioned great yma ae eva 
e a 


pid 


55 
U 
i 
Z 
F 
‘I 
biEE 
ith 
ip ; 
Hey 


: 
bibs 
i 


é 
e 
I 
1 
ay 
2g 
a. 


refer as “ attorneys”) were nearly the 
law. The Judicature Act, 1873, has now abolished the 
November 1, 1875, all and 
of the Supreme Court of 


| 
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Judicature,” sometimes abbreviated (partic 
by Scotch lawyers) to “S8.8.C ,” which title has, however, been 
usurped by some medical men who have passed a uni 


5 


examination 
sanitary science, and therefore dubbed themselves “8.3.0.” (Sanitary 
Science Certificate). It is somewhat ludicrous to observe that the 
journal (the Times), which even Weekly Law ” has 
yet, at the lapse of more than eleven years, the and still 
absurdly us as “ 1 the of the 
"The N tis “ ” ( James A. H. Murray). 
ed ew ish Dictionary y Dr. James urray). 
From this it seems that the word appears in English literature in the forms 


of aturne, atorne, attowrne, att , attourney, aturney, atturnic, aiturncye, 
and atturneis. It is the past masculine of the old French verb 
atourner, ‘‘ to attorn,” in sense of “‘ one or constituted.” Dr. 
Murray observes that ‘‘ the statement found in law dictionaries for the last 
200 years that the word means ‘one who acts in the turn of another’ is a 
bad guess.”” The third sense in which the word is used is that of ‘‘ attorney- 
at-law, or public attorney,” defined as ‘‘ a professional and properly -qualified 
legal agent, practising in the courts of common law (as a solicitor 

Ss Se aeestey & aateee This sense slowly disengaged itself from that of 
attorney as one duly appointed to act for another in business, &c. From an 
early period the name was often used , as almost <= ‘knave 
or ‘swindler.’” The following ive quotations are given :—1330 
cir, Political Songs, p. 339: “ Attourneis in cuntré theih geten silver for 
noht.” [This, as we all know, is an old cry of a somewhat mean and 
illiberal public.) 1402. Act of 4 Henry 1V. i Ordeignes est 


my 

As wel a as a ri3t.'” 
1732. Pope (Moral Essays, iii. 31h) "referring to “the Man of Ross” 
making up diffe &e, ¢ 


vile attorneys F : 
1784. Even good old Dr, Johnson could not help having a fling at the 
poor attorney, for he observed to Boswell 
of any man behind his 


attorney. 

2 Ori in of the Office of Soliciture and D-fin tion.—Solicitors were formerly 
from attorneys as not having to bind the'r principals ; 

ae gehen.) ert mntieng f groee 





* Read at the London Meeting of the Incorporated Law Society. 
+ Pulling, Laws of London, p. 80. 
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nobility. This inferiority continued until the seventeenth century ; as in 1654 
it was provided that no person should be admitted as an attorney unless he 
had practised for five years in the courts as a common solicitor: The growth 
in the jurisdiction of the chancery courts, causing the two professions of 
attorney and solicitor to be united in the same person, resulted in the latter 
term gradually superseding the former. The word “ solicitor’’ is from the 
Norman-French solliciteur, derived from the Latin sollicitare: to agitate, 
urge, or solicit. . 

3. Chronology.—F or convenience in considering the various points in the 
re pd of our profession, I have prepared the following brief chronological 
table :— ’ 

1235, Attorneys allowed in minor courts. 

1285. General attorneys allowed to act. 

1402. Roll of attorneys required to be kept. 

1606. Some legal training required. 

1654. Attorneys ordered to join inns of court and chancery. Service as 
clerk required by rules of court. 

1729. Articles of clerkship required by statute. 

1785. Annual duty imposed. 

1795. Stamp duty on articles imposed. 

1801. First official Law List published. 

1831. Law Society incorporated by Royal Charter. 

1836. A final examination first required. 

1843. Solicitors Act passed; Incorporated Law Society made registrar. 

1860. Preliminary and Intermediate Examinations required. 

1873. Attorneys abolished and called solicitors. 

4. Regulation by Law—({a) Number allowed —Some limitation in the number 
of attorneys seems to have existed at an early date, as we find the Statute 4 
Henry 4, c. 18 provided that ‘‘as any die or cease, the justices shall 
appoint others being virtuous, learned, and sworn.’’ The eastern counties 
appear to have suffered from an excess of attorneys, as we find in an amusing 
manner from the Act 33 Henry 6 [1455], c. 7, which recited that “not 

before, within the city of Norwich and the counties of Suffolk and 
Norfolk there were but six or eight attornies at most, in which time great 
tranquillity reigned there; but that now in the said city and counties there 
were above fourscore attornies, the greater part of whom, having nothing 
elee to live upon, spent their time in fomenting and encouraging little, 
trifling, and vexatious suits, to the no small damages of the sad city and 
counties. Wherefore, it was enacted that, from thenceforth, there should be 
but six common attornies in Norfolk, six in Suffolk, and two in the city of 
Norwich, who should be approved by the chief justices, and that the election 
and admission of all other attornies by the justices above the said number 
should be void, and if any other should presume to practise he should forfeit 
£20.” It is suggested that the imposition of the heavy stamp duty on 
articles of clerkship was due to a desire to limit the number of attorneys ; 
but having regard to the date (1795), it is more probable it was to help in 
the enormous taxation required for heavy foreign wars. 

(6) Control by Statute and the Courts.—When the Incorporated Law Society 
first took in hsnd the subject of consolidation, there were no less 
seventy Acts affecting solicitors,* whereas there are now only three Acts in 
force older than the present reign. The first statute 20 Henry 3, c. 10 
(passed indeed before there was a Parliament, but entered on the Parliament 
Koll, 1 Rot. Parl. 84) provided that “every freeman that oweth suit to the 
county, tithing, hundred, or wapentake, or to a court baron, may make an 
attorney to do his cuit for him.”” The Statute of Westminster 2 (13 Edw. 1, 
c. 10) in 1285 enacted that “every person may make a general attorney to 
sue for him in all pleas in the circuit of the justices.” The 4 Hen. 4, 
c. 18 providing for a roll and examination by the judges I have before 
mentioned. An Act, 3 Jac. 1, c. 7 provided that “none shall be admitted 
attornies in courts of record but such as have been brought up in the same 
courts, or otherwise well practised in soliciting of causes, and found skilful 
and of honest disposition.’ It is unnecessary to follow through the various 
Acts one by one affecting attorneys and solicitors. The fession was 
controlled also by rules of court, and accordingly we find in 1654 an order 
‘‘all attorneys be admitted of some inn of court or chancery by Hilary 
Term next,” or in the term next after that in which they are admitted as 
attorneys. Another order in 1704 declared that “ many attorneys were not 


: 


(¢) Roll «f Attorneys and Solicitors.—The first Act which required the 
keeping of a roll was the 4 Hen. 4, c. 18 (already mentioned), and, until 
the Act 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, this was the chief Act on the subject. The latter 
Act directed that rolls or books of admissions should be kept by the masters 
of each common law court, and in chancery by the clerk of the Petty 
Bag Office. I have made inquiry as to what rolls of attorneys are now 
forthroming, and learn from the Deputy-Keeper of the Public Records that in 
his office they have only got the admissions of attorneys from 1729 to this 
date, whilst at the Petty Bag Office they have the solicitors’ admi-sions for 
the same _Both ee ee with the Act 2 Geo. 2, c. 
already mentioned), but I am at present unable to trace the records of 
sdmissions for three centuries and a quarter (i.c. 1402 to 1729), though I 
trust these may be found, as no explanation has yet been offered as to their 
ea, agers The list of authorized practising attorneys and solicitors, &c., 

made known from time to time by the publication of printed lists 
known as the “Law Lists.” The first of these appeared in 1793, and was 

by Messrs. Stevens & Sons, who, as I am told, have a complete 
set from tbat date, and in 1901 the “ Law List” became official, being then 
compiled from information furnished attorneys when applying for their 
annual certificates (or licences). In 1861, by the Act 23 & 24 Vict. c. 
127, it was enacted that “any such list issued by authority of the Commis- 





* Introd, 1st Calendar (1882), p. 26, 





sioners of Inland Revenue should be primd facie evidence of the payments of 
duty by any attorney or solicitor whose name appeared therein.” [Many of 
these facts are kindly supplied by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue.] 
The courts of law and chancery have always the power to strike 
off the roll any attorney or solicitor guilty of dishonest or unworthy conduct. 

(a) Taxation of Costs.—The charges of solicitors are and always have been 
subject to a process called “‘ taxation,” though why, it is somewhat difficult 
to say, seeing that we have not now an Assize of Bread, and that doctors’ 
bills and barristers’ fees are not subject to these inconvenient disabilities, and 
auctioneers and house agents can charge what they please. The historian of 
our profession will, of course, direct special attention to this head and its 
possible connection with “the Plan of Campaign.” 


(Zo be continued.) 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Josernx Henny Dart, barrister, died at his residence, Beech House, 
Ringwood, Hampshire, on the 27th ult., at the age of seventy. Mr. Dart 
was the eldest son of Mr. Joseph Dart, of Tidwell, Devonshire, and was 
born in 1817. He was educated at Exeter Co , Oxford, where he 
graduated second class in Mathematics in 1838, and he obtained the New- 
digate Prize for English Verse in the same year. He was called to the 
Bar at Lincoln’s inn in Hilary Term, 1841, and he had for many years a 
very extensive practice as a conveyancer. His well-known treatise on the 
law of Vendors and Parchasers has gone through many editions. Mr. 
Dart was for many years one of the conveyancing counsel to the Chancery 
Division. He was a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn aud a magistrate for Hamp- 
shire. He was married in 1842 to the daughter of Mr. Richard Humber. 

Mr. Samvet Lizzy, barrister, died at Southsea on the 22nd ult., at an 
advanced age. Mr. Lilley was the eldest son of Mr. Samuel Isaac Lilley, 
of Peckham, Surrey. He was educated at Jesus College, Oxford, was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1827, and prac- 
tised on the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the Central Criminal Court. 
Mr. Lilley had for many years a large criminal business, and he had long 
been the leader of the Surrey Sessions. He was also much engaged at the 
various licensing sessions in and near the metropolis, and for the last two 
years he had been one of the revising barristers for the county of Surrey. 

Mr. Frevericx Atzert Lewin, barrister, died suddenly on the 25th ult. 
from disease of the heart. Mr. Lewin was the fourth son of Mr. Robert 
Lewin, of Cud m, Surrey. He was born in 1842. He was formerly 
fellow of Caius Co: lege, Cambridge, where he graduated as sixth wrangler 
in 1864. He was to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1867, 
and he practised in the Chancery Division, He was the author of a 
treatise on ‘‘ The Law of Apportionment,” and he had edited ‘' Lewin on 
Trusts.” Mr. Lewin was married in 1869 to the eldest daughter of Mr. 
he aaa Robert Baillie, W.S., of Edinburgh. He was buried on the 30th 
ult. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Bromer, solicitor (of the firm of Bromet, Taylor, & Bromet), 
of Leeds and Tadcaster, has been a) ted Olerk to the Tadcaster 
School Board. Mr. Bromet was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Sir Anruur Towntzy Watson, Bart., Q.05, has been elected a Bencher 
of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Joun Epmunp Livxiarer, barrister, has been appointed a 
trar in Bankruptcy, in succession to the late Mr. Finlay Knight. Mr. 
Registrar Linklater is the eldest son of Mr. John Linklater, solicitor, of 
Sise-lane, and was born in 1849. He was educated at Christ Church, 
Oxford. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1872, and he has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit and in the Court 
of Bankruptcy. 

Mr. Joun Davis Rawttys, solicitor (of the firm of Moore, Jackman, & 
Rawlins), of L and Freshwater, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Lymiogton Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School Attendance 
pore ameyrri — Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Rawlins was admitted a 
solicitor e 


Mr. Txomas Beganp, solicitor, of 10, peeeant-ctmee, has been 
a ted by Mr. William Alpheus Sheriff-Elect, to be one of the 
nder-S) of London and M for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Beard was admitted a solicitor in 1858. He is deputy for the Ward 
Bassishaw. ' 


Mr. Joun Henry Fawoert, barrister, Consul-General and Judge of the 
Supreme Consular Court at Constantinople, has been created a Civil 
Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir J. H. 
Fawcett is the eldest son of Mr. John Fawcett, barrister, end was born in 
1831. He was educated at R , and was formerly a scholar of Trinity 
Hall, Cambridge, where he uated LL.B. in 1854. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1857, and formerly 


practised on the Northern Circuit. He was a ted Vice-Consul and 
ee at Constan le in 1875, the following year he 
became Consul-General and Judge of the Supreme Consular Oourt. 


Mr. Wii11am Faepertcx Haynes Surrn, Attorney-General of British 
Guiana, has been of the Order of St. Michael and 


created a Companion 
St. George. Mr. Smith is the fourth son of Mr. John Lucie Smith, of 
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Georgetown. He was called to the bar at the Middle ae af 
Term, 1863. He was Solicitor-General of British Guiana 1865 
1874, when he was appointed Attorney-General for the colony. 


Mr. Franots Fiemine, barrister, Colonial Secretary for Natal, has been 
created a Oompanion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Mr. 
Fleming is the eldest son of Mr. James Fleming, Q.0. He was born in 
1842, and was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1866. He became Crown Solicitor for Mauritius in 1869, a district 
judge in Jamaica in 1876, Attorney-General of Barbadoes in 1882, At- 
torney-General of Ceylon in 1883, and Colonial Secretary for Natal 
in 1885. 


Mr. Samvet Butter Parovis, Assistant-Secre of the Local Govern- 
ment Board, has been created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath. 
Mr. Provis is the eldest son of Mr. Samuel Provis, of Bath. He was 
educated at Queen’s College, Oambridge, and was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1876. 


Mr. Joun Matcorm Forres Luptow, barrister, Chief Registrar of 
Friendly Societies, has been created a Civil Companion of the Order of 
the Bath. Mr. Ludlowis the only son of the late Lieutenant-Colonel John 
Ludlow, 0.B., and was born in 1821. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1843, and he oper Eevee ps the 
Ss sername He has been Chief Registrar of mdly Societies 
since : 


Mr. Cuartzs Epwarp Grecc Putrrs, barrister, has been created a 
Baronet. Sir O. Philipps is the eldest son of Mr. Edward Fisher, of 
Huddersfield. He was born in 1840, and he assumed the name of 
Philipps by Royal license. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Trinity Term, 1868, and formerly went the Midland Circuit. Sir 0. 
Philipps is a magistrate for Pembrokeshire and Carmarthenshire, and a 
deputy - lieutenant for the latter county. He was High-Sheriff of 
Pembrokeshire in 1882, and he has been Lord-Lieutenant of the town and 
county of Haverfordwest since 1876. 


Mr. Henry Oxort Geare, solicitor (of the firm of Geare, Son, & Pease), 
of 57, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed a Commissioner to take 
Affidavits for the Supreme Court of the Province of South Australia. 


Mr. Joun Rozert Rozerrs, solicitor, of Halifax, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Justices of the city of Newcastle-on-Tyne. Mr. Roberts was 
admitted a solicitor in January, 1879, and during the last seven years has 
practised at Halifax in partnership with Mr. Walter Storey. 


Mr. Gzorer Rosz-Innes, jun., solicitor, has been appointed Under- 
Sheriff of London and Middlesex for the years 1887-8. He is a member of 
the firm of Rose-Innes, Son, & Orick, of Billiter-square, E.C., and was 
admitted in the year 1862. Mr. Rose-Inues, jun., has already held the 
office since 1885. 


Mr, Cxanues Matcotm Henry Sway, solicitor (of the firm of Stollard & 
Swan), of 485, Oxford-street, London, has been appointed a Commission er 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 


Mr. Frank, Ricuarpson, solicitor, of Wigton, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Local Board of Health for Wigton, Oumberland. 


Mr. Ouanues Isaac Exron, Q.0., M.P., has been elected a Bencher 
Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Gzorez Rust has been elected Chairman of the Huntingdonshire 
Quarter Sessions. 


The Right Hon. Groner Scuarsr Boors, barrister, M.P., who has been 
created Lord Basing, is the eldest son of Mr. William Lutley Sclater, of 
Hoddington Houre, Hampshire. He was born in 1826, and in 1857 he 
assumed the additional name of Booth by Royal license. He was edu- 
cated at Winchester and at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated 
second class in Classics in 1847. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1851, and he formerly practised in the Court of 
Chancery. He was M.P, for North Hampshire from 1857 till 1885, when 
he was returned for the Basingstoke Division of that county. He was 
secretary to the Poor Law Board from March, 1867, till Febraary, 1868, 
and financial secretary to the Treasury from February till December, 
1868. In 1874 he was appointed president of the Local Government 
Board, and was sworn in as a Privy Councillor, and he held that office till 
1880. ' Lord Basing is a magistrate for Hampebire. 


Sir AnnoLp Wiii1am Wurrs, who has received the honour of Knight- 
hood, was admitted a solicitor in 1857, and is a member of the firm of 
Arnold & Henry White, of 12 and 14, Great Marlborough-street, W. He 


- is private solicitor to the Queen. 


PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED, 


Ouartzs Freperick Suira, Tuomas Dienny Leaver, and Epwarp 
Luanrarrn Lewars, solicitors, Lancaeter ape We Strand, London. 
June 24. The said Charles I'rederick Smith will in future carry on the 
said business alone. [ Gazette, June 24.) 

Grorcz James Prercy and Onantzs Ronsert Hurcares, solicitors, 
Bournemouth. June 24, Gazette, June 28.) 





GENERAL, 


Exratum.—In the list of calls to the bar published last week, for 
«Ralph Siiff Simey, B.4., Cambridge,” read “Ralph Tift Simey, B.A., 
‘ord,’ 


At a sale by Mr. H. J. E. Brake, on the 23rd ult:, of $20 being 
the remaining portions of the Southgate Park Estate, New N.3 
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the Chingford Station Chingford, ; the 

Park Estate, ; the of the London Land 
in ; the realized for each 

Company, a Ligands Cuingtord® 1,025 yeWillesden, £5,117 ; 


It is stated that considerable anxiety is felt at Croydon for the safety 
Mr. G. W. Binns, a member of the 
Marsh, solicitors of that towa. The 
the 18th ult. for Southampton, where he some 

transact. He took up his quarters at the South-Western Hotel, and 
boven o’olock the ness mesnien wr sue 28 CS eetrre ee ae 
ordering his breakfast for —~' nine, At o 


clothes were found on the beach, al diligent search has since 
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profits equally with tos dolendants. He oe that he had done so in 
other actions. The action was eventually by the t of £450, 
and the defendants were represented to have stated that was for costs 


Witness had several 


and the balance for 


uestion of sharing the its, and eventually he received a statement of 
[pone of moneys advanced to him, and, after allowing peers: 2 


the profits, a cheque for £24 12s. was sent. He afterwards 
action to the 
recovery of the profits under the alleged agreement. 


s 
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if 


taken out in the ordinary course, and in answer the defendants filed an 
affidavit repu’ the statement that there had been any agreement to 
share the profits. In consequence the action was stayed, and this was the 


perjury com: of. In cross-examination by Mr. K 
Re had been on the stage, and st the time heintrodnced 
Hill he was a correspondent for American ne 

om roy fron Mz. Chath Bill = Si wee asters he 
money from Mr. e8 

for the kindness he had received. Mr. Kone guatnesd o letter exitten Wt 
the witness to the defendants in which he his claim, 
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J Ccukhteeaumepant al and the of their debts 
to Mr Paul Boulton, 39a, King W: Tucoteg. 4 Aug 2 
at 12 is co DP for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
Lonpon Cuttrvatine Co, LimiITED.—S8tir . 3 J - hanna readin ces 
bis chambers, for the a ntment of = official liqui 
Rrxon’s [Ron AND Heck Luoarrep.— 


‘1 for for winding up presented June 
a to be heard ‘before Chitty, J, on Saturday, July 2. Miller & Co, 
hy eng on st, solors for petner 
aioe hae ALL 


RESTAURANT, LimiTED.— Petition for winding up, 
ay fy Girected to be heard before Kay, J, on July 2. Whitfiel Fins. 
bury arenes, solor for petner 

County yy CE OF aaa 


Sram Brzacuine Co, Lumren.—The Vice Chancellor has fixed Tuesday, July 5 
at 11 30, at Duchy aber, 2, Clarence st, Manchester, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Coty Hatrow FRIENDLY Socrery, Seven Stars, Cold Hatton, Salop. June 22 

ee PROVIDENT Sick Society, Edinburgh Castle, Paui’s sq. Preston. June 
1 S 


London Gaszett mt A June 2, 
JOINT STOCK CO — 
IN 


Mis Co, LumrTep. = Petition for winding up, presented 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, July 9. Gregory 
& wonn'Ge Bedford row, for Morgan & Co, w, solors for petner 


COAL, AND CANNEL Co, an order made by Cy J, ont 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Bolton Co, Linco 
betaie meter iste thin 


Om and CANNEL Co, Luwtrep—North, J, baa, By an order dated 
"ey: 46, + 20, eypelated Stanley Blease, Fenwick st, Liverpool, to be official liqui- 


PenaktTH (CARDIFF) Prer Co, LuwiTeEp.—By an order made by Chitty, J. dated 
June 18, it was ered that the company be wound up. Allen & Edwards, Old 


Jewry. solors for ers 
Luaren—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated April 15, 
Edwin ‘Aitred Wright, brecon, to be — liquidator 


UNLDOTED In CHANCER 

Bricuton Disreict Tramways Co.— ” Btirling, J, tes, br an order dated May 16, 
appointed William Lyster Holt, 17, Parliament st. to be official liquidator, 
Creditors are required, on ae De ~aapde' phe FF 26, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their and claims, to the above. Tuesday, Aug 2 at 
3, is appcinted for hearing fa pea fications upon the debts and clai 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
a Day or CLam. 


CLELAND, WILLIAM, y= ea on “July 27. Bennet 
cent sq, W t. July tv 
(island, Chitty, Cooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dow1inG, GEORGE on ee. Builder. July 31. Phillips v 
Dowling, = J. Tadman, Gray’s inn place, Gray’s inn 
Southsea. Sept 20. Manniag v Hodgson, Stirling, J. 
Cavell, » Waterloo place 
Tomy. pomes, One pamevele, nt Paris. July 30. Almey v Timson, North, J. 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gasette.—TUEspDay, June 21. 
Rosert Lzz, Eccleshill, York, Quarryman. July 21. Morgan & Morgan, 


Bawxs, ANN, Salford. July 18. Dixon, Manchester 

Bauwwert, Danrgt, Faringdon, Berks, Esq, Aug?. Francis, Fish st hill 

Braprorp, NicHo1as, Licyd’s. Augi. Bishop & Angel, Exeter 

Crarxz, Joux, Westbourne Park. July 20. Darley & Cumberland, John st 

Corxrorts, Tuomas Epwanrp, Hartlepool, Painter. Aug 2. ! Ferrier, Hartlepool 

Drxox, THoxas, Ryehill, Northumberland, Farmer. July 9. Clayton & Gibson, 

Newcastle vpon Tyne 

Doitmax, GzorGz, Clifton, Cab Proprietor. July 30. Fussell & Co, Bristol 
JaMES ALLEN, Milton, Clevedon, Somerset, Yeoman. Aug 1. Bennett, 

Hort, Hzexxy, Boxford, Berks, Farmer. July 2. B &JC Pinniger, Newbury 

Jonus, Mratam, Mold, Flint. Augi. Kelly & Keene, Mold 

Msseuners, Lawrence, Upper Woburn place. August 10, Gorton, Bedford 

Marxu, Lawis, Tutbury, Stafford, Fellmonger. July 2. J & W J Drewry, 


Burton upon Trent 
MrrcHELL, Jou, Ossett, York, Reg Merchant. Aug 3. Ward & Lawrence, 


Nav1or, Joux, Tamworth, Warwick, Wheelwright. July 19. Nevill & Atkins, 


Nzvumauxn, SaRau, Allerton, Liverpool. July 14. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
es Semae, Wilton Crescent, Horse Dealer. fept 30. Allen & 
a ee Sadan, Deseo, July 30. Benbow & Co, Stone 
Ramscomes, E1iza, Dalston. July %. Ourtis & Hilton, Union court 

Ruopzs, ZaccuHEvs, Bradford, Jeweller. July 31. Newton Rhodes, Bradford 
Rurrzs, Joszrn, Stithians, Cornwall, Farmer, July 18. Daniell & Thomas, 
Romgy, Mass Exizasera, Bloxwich, Stafford. Augi. Thursficld & Messiter, 


Wednesbury 
Savpirorn, SamveL, Greenheys, Manchester. July 18. Dixon, Manchester 


Goneep, Sous, Harrington, Cumberland, Shipowner. July 15. Stibbard & Co, 
Gaameges. Seeure, Stock Bachenge, Stock Dealer. July 18. Godden & Co, Old 


Srunzy, Axxe Exiza, 8t John’s Wood. July 19. Turner, Bedford row 
‘Fuonge, Fatsx. Weston super Mare, Ironmonger. Aug 1. Smith & Sons, 


a, 2 — a Holy Orders. July 14. Bavin 





London Gasette.—Fripay, June 2%. 
Amos, Wri11aM, Teddington. Aug2. Leslie & Co, Gresham bligs 

BEaLz, Henny, Welwyn, Herte, Esq. July 2, Beck, Ironmongers’ Hall 
CuassyY, STEPHEN, Bristol, Waterworks Foreman. July 16. Watts, Bristol 
Cones, © ATHAN, Liverpool, Furniture Dealer. July 1. Moore & Son, Birken- 


COULDRIDGE, CATHERINE JANE, Crediton, Devon. Aug 12. Tozer & Co, Exeter 
Deane, JOHN ARTHUR, Batley, York. July 23. Deane & Son, Batley 

DYKE, Mary, West Bath. Aug 1. Crowdy & Co, Serjeant’s inn 

Fuce, Mary, Highworth, Wilts. July 30. Orowdy & Son, Faringdon 
HowaktH, ALicz, Little Bolton. July 21. Ryley, Bolton 

Hurson, Rosert, Sunderland, Stationer. July 25. Storey, Sunderland 


ed Fiuent, Camden Town, Fishmonger. July 25. Wheeler, Queen 
LimsreY, Sanan TYacksE, Church Town, Cornwall. July 4. Grylls & Oo, Helston 


Masamy, Josue Wuti1aM, Acton, Licensed Victualler, Aug 11. Brown, Lin- 
Mobam, Hepuzrpau, Islington. July 30. Ashley & Oo, Frederick’s place, Old 
ay Wurm, Aston New Town, Birmingham, Grocer. July 14. Lowe 
RATTENBURY, EDWIN, Withington, Lancaster, Silk Mercer. Sept 2. Farrar & 
Hall, Manchester , ¥ 
RIcg, youn, divin , Isle of Wight, Farmer. Aug 1%. Bailey, jun, Newport, 
eo 


Roserts, E1izaBETH, Pontypridd. July 22. Davies, Pontypridd 
RoGERS, PRUDENTIA, Tottenham. July 31. Hughes & Co, New Broad st 


a. Seemes Coazonmm, Chilton Follatt, Wilts, Esq. Aug 1, Barnes, 
un ‘0! . 
TAYLER. JEMIMA EvERILDA, Leamington. July 31. Baker & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


THORKTON, JOHN, Idle, York, Grocer. July 20. Jessop, Bradford 
Waew. Gzores Jaquzs, Birmingham, Spur Manufacwrer. July 21. Price, 
West, ANNIE, Stretton upon Dunsm: Warwick, Gent. Aug 1. Patti- 
son & Co, Queen Victoria st ni " 
London Gasette.—Tumapay, June 28. 


ANNESLEY, ARTHUR Gilbert st, Grosvenor sq, Nov 1. Chamber- 
= Sie st, sq, Esq. 


& Beamon’ 7% fields 
BAERS. "Bir THoMas, Old Trafford, Lancaster, Knight. July 26. Collins, Danes’ 


BroveHtow, Annis, Manningham, York. July 81. Ford & Warren, Leeds 

BURCHELL, James, Teddington. Augii. Burchell & Co, Westminster 

Cousins, SAMUEL, Camden sq, Royal Academician, Augi. Waddilove & John- 
son, Ly ey 

ForrTEescuz, GEoRGs ERne=stT, prangesation, Colony of Victoria, Australia, Gent. 
Aug 2. Noteutt & Son, tte 

GERARD, rd Hon Rosert Totver Baron, Garswood, Lancaster. Aug 10. 

& Pemberton, Whitehall p 

GREEN, , Southport. July 25. Cullen, Bolton 

GRIFFITH, fan Henry, Sutton, Barrister at Law. July 22. Bridges & Co, 
Marae, Bootle, Lancaster, Doctor of Medicine. July 14. Lynch & 


Teebay, 
Hont, J er, AMES EDWARD, Cromwell rd, Esq. Aug 23, Cope & Co, Gt George st 


Hysiop, CHARLES, et , Lae and China 
Dealer. July 23, Stew: ewcastle won Tyne 
xenipee. SE ay HUGHEs, Wecheceer 8q, arehouse Keeper. July 31, 
Kay, Bante, Shivolifte Town, Durham. Aug3t. Hargreaves & Joblin, Durham 
xme, DANIEL, Tome ph, Lancaster, Tailor. Sept 23. Whitaker, Duchy of 
ey a ~~ 1 August 1. Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Lawton, GzorGE WARNER, Eye, Suffclk, Esq. July 23. Lawton & Co., Eye 
Lumizy, Wit11am, Kemberton, Salop, Farmer. July 20. Manby & Sun, 
Wolverhampton 
, CHARLOTTE, Langridge rd. July 31. Drake & Co., Rood lane 
Mscxas, Joux, Bradford, Doctor of Medicine, August 1. J. & J. R. W. 


MERCER, JOHN op Se park, Solicitor. August 5. Dance, Castle ct 
Muzzs, THomas, Balham, Retired Baker. July 20. Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 
ar ~~ “pum Fenton, Cumberland. July 25. E. & E. Leadem Hough, 
Petcu, Wri114M, Thetford, Norfolk, Labourer. Sept 25. Wilford, Sunderland 
Paks, Jaume, Balsall Heath, Birmingham, Gent. Sept 12. Russell, Birming- 
Sims, JoHN, Kingston upon Hull, Storekeeper. Augi3. Leak & Co, Hull 
Spoonze, Louisa MaTitpA, Portmadoc, Carnarvon. Aug 2. Bicxham & Son, 
Srzern, ARTHUR TAYLOR, Ladbroke sq, Esq. Aug 9. Ohristmas, Cannon st 
SURRIDGE, JANE HazRETT, Eltham. July 31. Robinson, Newgate st 


Pameee, ANTHONY, Dresden, Stafford, Innkeeper. Aug i. Ashmall, Haa- 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipaY, June 2%, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Axtapwe, Jonmem, Jrommonger lane, Public Accountant, High Court, Pet 
Bangs, & , Old Kent rd, Lead Merchant. High Court. Pet June 22, Ord 
pores, Sevean, Cow Comstride bridge gdns, North Kensington, Engineer. High Court. 
Bunaeees, “eee, Moorgate * Advertising Agent. High Court, Pet June 22. 
CaRLTon scale WEEE saatelatescatmsorn, High Court. Pet May 2%. Ord June 2 
OCoLLims, re, Jags Pures BT For Warwick, out of employment. Birming- 


Cowpzrer, Gzoncz, Greyhound rd, Fulham, Grocer. High Court. Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 
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DerHick,"CoLNEtT, Lincoln, Boat Builder. Lincoln, Pet June 22. Ord June 2? 


i P ~~~ Cotton Waste Merchant. Manchester. Pet 
une une 23 
Burm, JASas Je JosHua, Newton Toney, Wilts, Carrier. Salisbury. Pet June 20. 


Brame, se = ‘Baan, Abergavenny, Mon, Sculptor. Tredegar. Pet June 1. 
une 20 
Funiow, Sout, Pontypool, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet June 20. Ord 
ne 


wu 
Gaz, W F, Liverpool, Clerk. Liverpool. Pet Junes, Ord June 22 
Goonpm, Raum, Stockport, Cheshire, Undertaker. Stockport. Pet June 22. 
une 
Maues. 5 Hanne, Carnarvon, out of business. Bangor. Pet June 22. Ord 


JEMMESON, Jesme, Lom fares, , or Borger’, Castle, Durham, Sosmen. Stock- 
ton on Tees and Midd whore ie rane 20. Ord June 
JENKINS, Davin, Cardiff, Ch Pet June 17. ora June 17 


downs, Jom Fy Ponrhyndecdreth, Met Merioneth, Builder. Bangor. Pet 

une un 

LEE, ee ~ = Aponrmve, South Shields, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 
le ube 

Mactamon, ae Bateson, Heene, Sussex, Gent. Brighton. Pet June 20. 


Manxs, A. é oO st, South Hackney, Furniture Dealer. High Court. Pet June 
June 20 
accee, ALEXANDER. Gateshead, Durham, Saddler. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet June 22. Ord June 22 
PICKERSGILL, RICHARD, Leeds, Merchant. Leeds. Pet June 22. O:d June 22 


Prawua, B RIcHARD, Bristol, Leather Merchant. Bristol. Pet June 9. Ord 


e 20 
POLLYBLANK, NICHOLAS, and RicnarpD Hgyry Parr, Goswell rd, Licensed 
Victuallers. High Court. Pet June 20. Ord June 20 
READY, Wage vom JouN, Great Grimsby, Sailmaker. Great Grimsby. Pet June 
le une 20 
Rocans, Wassae, High rd, Kilburn, Boot Maker. High Court. Pet June 8, 
une 20 
SHARPE, JOHN, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June7. Ord June 22 


SiccEers, GEORGE WILLOUGHBY, Union st, Whitechapel, Licensed Victualler. 
High Court. Pet June 20. Ord June 20 
Saree, Wittdan, Leeds, Boot Mar Leeds. Pet June 20. OrJ 
une 
Sorte, watacAet JOHN, Birmingham, Baker. Birmingham. Pet June 20. Ord 
une 
Start, WiLttam THomas, Beeston, Nottinghamshire, no occupation. Notting- 


- Pet June 2. Ord June 20 
Owmnpsize, EpwIin, Macclesfield, Engineer. Macclesfield. Pet June 20. Ord 


une 20 
THomas, JOHN, Bangor, Saddler. Bangor. Pet June22. Ord June 22 


waceee, Fagan, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet June 
une 22 

TOMLINSON, REUBEN, 7 Nottinghamshire, Stationer. Nottingham. 
Pet June 22, Ord June 2 

WHATLEY, GEORGE EDWARD Sruane, Elm grove, Hammersmith, Clerk. High 
Court. Pet June 20, Ord June 20 

WHITEHEAD, GrorGe, Liverpool, Chairman to Loan Society. Liverpool. Pet 
June 6. Ord June 22 

Wuiteman, Wii114M, Taunton, Hatter. Taunton. PetJune 22. Ord June 22 


Wiccrns, Joun, Manchester, Earthenware Dealer. Manchester. Pet June 20. 


une 
beim —. Uttoxeter, Staffs, Butcher. Burton on Trent. Pet June 16. 
u) une 1 
WIGLEY, Laws, Clay Cross, Derbyshire, Grocer. Chesterfield. Pet June 18. 


une 20 
Wasim, Aisnap ,» High Wycombe, Chairmaker. Aylesbury. Pet June 22. 
' une 
WILLING, SAMUEL, Gray’s inn rd, Farmer, East Stonehouse. Pet May 27. 
Ord June 18 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


.sATTwoop, THomas GARDNER, Nortbampton, out of business, July 6 at 10. 
County Court, Northampton 
Bunton, GEoRGE, Green st, Bethnal Green, Leather Merchant. July 1 at 1. 
33, Carey st, Lino>ln’s ina 
DorinaTon, JOHN Grassokerch st, Advertising Agent. July 5 at 11. Bank- 
rupte biddgs, Lincoln’s inn 
DowLine, REGINALD BLewirt, Ramsden rd, Balham, Esq. July 4 at 12. 1(9, 
ctoria st, Westminster 
Exron, M, Samus Josuua, Newton Toney, Wilts, Carrier. July 4 at 3. Off Reo, 
ur’ 
vas. , WHttane, Aldershot, Grocer. July 1 at 11. 16 Room, 30 and 51 St 
Wi ns la 
age ¢ PF smell Pontypool, Mon, Grocer. July 12 at 4. Off Reo, 1%, Tredegar 
iW) 
Grnpons, Howey Huron, Leeds, Plumbers’ Factor. July 4 atii. 92, Park 
row. , Leeds 
HARRISON Reynotps, Frant rd, Thornton Heath, Laundryman. July 5 at 3. 
ictoria st, Westminster 
Jeers 4 Avaustus BIssErt, Farnborough, Hants, Auctioneer. July dati. Vio- 
toria Hotel, Aldershot 
ee PARRY, Pensh: deudraeth, Merionethshire, Builder. July 7 at 4. 


Hotel, Blaenau Festini ig 
Les, Kenzgst ADOLPHUS, South Shields, Builder. July 4 atit. Off Reo, Pink 


lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Mantis, OnARLEs, Canterbury, out of business. July 1 at 10. 47, St George’s 
Canter’ 


Mears, Hunry, Uld Kent rd, Fancy Dealer. July iat 12. Bankruptoy bidgs, 
Port st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

A nage Arsene, High rd, Lee, Bootmaker. July 5 at 12, 100, Vic- 
t estmi 

Parrgnsom, DLERANDER Gi Gateshead, Saddler. July 4at 12. Off Reo, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

@urrn, Tuomas, Walsall, Hay Dealer, July 2at 11. Off Reo, Walsall 

ee Smee, Docho, Cornwell, Beed Merchant. July 1 at 2. Queen’s 

wit, Macolestild, Engineer. July 4 at 12. Off Reo, 28, King Ed- 


TaxioR Apes Liverpool, Clerk, July 6 at 8. Off Reo, 85, Victoria st, 
ILLIAM, Stratford upon Avon, Glass Dealer. July 2at 11.00, EW 


uff Reo, 17, Hertford st, revon upen 
Varsom, nats HENRY EVANS. ‘ull, Smack Owner. J yp at 


ver, 
THORNE, 


ted Law Soci 
Warxnn, Huey JOHN, Ohichesser, ooln’s ina ir fer bo 
0 


Waracn Hawed Winatin, Little Gonerty, nay Tobacconist. elias 
ottingham 


12%. Off Reo, 1, High pavement, N 


W: rwon OnARLES Pagnell Mills, Busks, Miller. July 5 
wn ea . Joly 2 abit. White Hart Hotel, 


Pf 
ears nents Head Gals Batgge One seas aot a an ‘uly 4 at 


INLEY, Grocer. July 4 at 3. Angel Hotel, 
La. ADJUDIOA: ~~ 
Atcock, THomas, Leamington, Shoeing Smith. ‘arwick. Pet June 2% Ord 


Jane 2 


ALFRED RoBERT, Ivy lane, Fowaste ot, Lace Goods Manufacturer. 
Court. Pet J 

Ry LR Le High Court. Pet March 9%. 
une 

Baown1He, Janus, Gatstond at, Keatch Town, Belider. Croydon. Pet June 9. 

Burren, Wwatan James, Guy's tom og, heen High Court. Pet Jan 2. 


Ord June 
Darayox, OUUREER, Lincoln, Boat Builder. Lincoln. Pet June 22. Ord June 22 


M 
Preveondewin Stang here, tah Geusk, tebe’ GebSane © 
Foran, Wrissak, Heleigh 30, Forge, 2 coyote, Oroydon, Pet June 17. 
Goonyne, Haut, SAMUEL, Stockport, Cheshire, Undertaker. Stockport. Pet June 22. 


a os man out of employment. Salford. Pet June 


Ord J 
Hanaron, JOmy Laguna, Grocer. Hanley, Burslem, and 


Newcastle under 
Pet Juse?. Ord J 
Howzy.” Sane & ant eee Soux Hows, Gillingham, Coal Merchants. 


Lxovp, Sune nr Ruthin, Builder. Wrexham. Pet June 10, Ord 
Sine Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. 
Pa saan. — —s 
NIELD, hn ee Squenas Mam, Léreped, Cutie Dorin, 
une 


Roa, Fiche det Ao High Court. Pet 
~ iat, Me i Mancazet, Treforest, Glamorgan, Draper. Pontypridd. Pet June 
ne ae masacina hie tale: Birmingham. Pet June 2. Ord 


June 20 
Swansea, Clothier, Swansea. Pet June i4. Ord June 17 


Tuonee, Yanstan, Seeties on Sven, Chas Haeer. Warwick. Pet June 17. 
une 


Viwrox, PREDenior, South st, Wandsworth, Grocer. Wandsworth. Pet May 
HENRY JOHN, Chichester, Tobacconist. Brighton. Pet June 16. 


22 
Warsacn, Humay Wir2sy, ile Gonerty, Grenttem, Tobacconist, Wo'ting- 
une 
Wineeed, youn, Seasoneetay, A. 1 rr Manchester. Pet June 2. 


Wiouxy, Lawss, Clay Oross, Derby, Grocer. Chesterfield. Pet June 18. Ord 
yor aerlaonoese Ohairmaker, Aylesbury. Pet June 29. 


Wericnt, Gsorce BEeNsJaMiIn, Wolverhampton, Engineer. Wolverhampton. 
Pet Juneit. Ord June 22 


ae 
ARNULL Ouanems, Ni Cambridge. Pet June 


<x tame os New Oxford st, Commercial Traveller. High 
pg 


June % 
Cann, CHionAs, Preston, Laucashire, Plumber. Preston. Pet June 15. Ord 


Warzasys Haury. ovtinghnin, Bet June at, Ord Tune Minghecsthinn, Lace. Mase 


Daas, Sanus Hanaisox Saddler. janet Pet June %. Ord 

Drox, Shit Janes, Han teworth, Staordair, Jewell. Birmiagham. Pet 

Dore, ALFERD, ‘Rotherfield st, Fruiterer. “High Court. Pet June 2% Ord 
up 


Bowses, Sees, Lianfor, Merionethshire, Labourer. Wrexham. Pet June 


Fuca, Fanpassox, Oxtord, Confectioner. Oxford. Pet June % Ord 
HE ny Sunderland, Pie Maker, Sunderland, Pet June 22. Ord 

Guent, WiLL14aM Hewitt 
og em tt Metta ttn Notting- 
jae ie eae ae a ret 

cnt ts 
T eapbewteesctae sees oo. Se High Court. Pet June 

4. ‘une 
uP Punitrs, Buxsaire, Merthyr Tyafl, China Dealer Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jane 


Beasore, 3 CS ti High Court. Ord Jane ti 
Piss, Tees, Yardley, Worcestershire, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June 
Fouiey, EDWARD, 
= Wa st Picoadilly, Lodging house Keeper. 
Gonna yous, Focal Fe Ea Oe vet, Bea June 0 Ces 
Mang. Sys Painter. Nottingham. Pet June 2%, 
a § enema, Ousbaten, een Whitehaven. Pet June 
{Thames Ditton, Smith. Kingston, Sarrey. Pet June 
se iT etapa, oi Northampton. Pet Junest. Ord 
Onsloy on, South Kensington, late of 
mee -, Meer ae igo Wells. Wells. Pet June 22, 
Ord June 
Pom =, Wevcethem hill, usseyemn, Wandsworth. Pet March ®, 
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PorTERToN, Beyaz, and RoserT Witt Go 


ULD, East Molesey, Timber Mer- 
. Pet June 23. Ord June 23 


Kingston, 8u 
business. Canterbury. Pet, Junes. Ord June 2 


chants. 
RepMAN, CHARLES, Deal, out o: 
Rose, Joun, Norwell, Notts, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet June 25. 


Ord June 25 ¥ 
Surrn, Enwarp Matrurw Brooxe, Eagle st, Red Lion st, Builder. High Court. 
Pet ‘April 3 2%. Ord June 2 
pepe, Cuartes Henry, Sunderland, Painter. Sunderland. Pet June 22, 
Ord June 22 
Srources, Joun Stxciam, Bath, Schoolmaster. Bath. Pet June 24. Ord June 24 


TOWNSHEND, BENJAMIN, and eae Vaeeae, High Holborn, Grocers, High 
Court.’ Pet June 6. Ord Jun 
‘Wanesis, Ey wes, Crowle, Lincolnshire, no occupation. Sheffield. Pet May 27. 
une 


Were) Vommantox WItttaM, iene ae, Derbyshire, Lace Manufacturer. 
Derby. Pet June. Ord Jun 
betwee KS Ynysybwil, Ghiserpandhire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet June 
4. 
WitiiaMs, Peter, oo Davip Wit11AMs, Tonypandy, Glamorganchire, Grocers. 
dd. Pet June 2%. Ord June 2% 
ATTHEW, Whadden, Buckinghamshire, Baker. Banbury. Pet June 


Pon 
WIr11s0r, 
2%. Ord June 2% 
Youne, Groroe, Som. Dorset, Timber Merchant. Salisbury. Pet June 


14. Ord June 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN, Wit11amM Peters, West Ham, Essex, Dealer in Sweets. July 5 at 19, 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ARNALL. EDWARD sae, Essex rd, Islington, Hatter. July 5 at 2.3. 33, 
Care Ly Lincoln’« 
oy tt Trainer of Racehorses. July 8 at 2.30, White 
Hart Hotel, Newmarket 
Hewey ‘Smwow, Birmingham, Jeweller’s Case Maker. July7at3. 25, 
Colmore row, Birming 


APPLEBY, W. Wr Brew, Willenhell, Staffs, out of business. July 5 at 1.30. 
Court House, Blackburn 
Asn, RostxA, Birmingham, Pawnbroker. July 8 at 11. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


mingham 
Berry, Joun, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Card Maker. July 11 at 11. Off Rec, 31, 
row, Bradford 
Brscoz, ®amve., Bedford, Hotel Keeper. July 12 at 10. 8, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Brooxs, Gzorcs, Vartry rd, Stamford hill, Minister of Religion. July 5 at 11° 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Carrer, THomas, Preston, Plumber. July 6 at3. Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Cox, Epwarp Burron, Epwarp Josuva Cox, and EBENEZER Cox, Westbourne 
grove, poreeates, Peapers July i1at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
nn neias 
oa Dav, p< armarthen, Stationer. July 7 at 11. Off Rec, 11, Quay st, 
mart! 
pare <r, and Henry Davis, Tottenbam ct rd, House Furnishers. July 7 
Bankruptcy bidngs, Lincoln’s inn 
ye \Ancoin, Boat Builder. July 5 at 12.80. Off Rec, 2, Stene- 
diet’ 8 sq, Linco 
ROBERT JAMES. " enéowerth, Staffordshire, Jeweller. July 7 at 11. 25, 
ore row, Birmingham 
DRaBSLE. CHARLES J AMES, Stratford, Essex, Draper’s Assistant. July 5 at 2.30. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
DyYnzgs, FREDERICK Tuomas, Bedford, Currier. July i2atil. 8, St Paul’s sq, 
Epw. Rossar, Lenten, Merionethshire, Labourer. July 19 ati2. County 
FoLzey, ae “Sunderland, Pie Maker. July 6 at 1.30, Off Rec, 21, Fawcett 
st, Sunderland 
GotpBerG, Ernrarm Hyman, Burdett rd, Bow, Wardrobe Dealer. July 7 at 11. 
33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
Goopwit, SamMvEL, Stockport, Undertaker July 7 at 12.30. Off Rec, County 
County chbrs. a pl, Stockport 
Gornox, THomas, Pocklington, Yorks, Butcher. July7ati2. Off Rec, York 
Hoposox, Isaac, Threapthwaite, Cumberland, Joiner. July 8at1. 67, Duke st, 
ven 
Hoyt, Roper, Charlies st, St James’s, Gent. July 6 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
’sion 
Jones. THomas Oortxn, James OT1s DE WoLre, and Harotp Boyp Jongs, 
Antwerp, wners. July Sat?. Off Kec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
L&E, CHARLES, — Lupwic Simox, Cromwell avenue, Hornsey, Fine Art Pub- 
lishers. July 6atii. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Larritzewoon, JossrH 5 cecmape, in, Fruiterer. July 5at12. Off Rec, 2, St 
Masy. Lome te Grorce StocpaLz, and Lister Hzxry, Melbourne, 
Victoria, Merchants. July 8 at 11.20. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 
Muazxs, Hexry, Mile End rd, Clothier. July 6at 2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
> eae jun, Nottingham, Clerk. July 5 at 11. Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottin gham 
ee. 2 ROvERT, Leeds, Of1 Manufacturer. July 5 at 11. Off Rec, 22, 
| RICHARD, sueten, Leather Merchant. July 6 at 12.45, Great Western 
Hotel. Padd 
Presrox, Harvey Aes, Cutten rd, Clapton pk, Cattle Dealer. July 7 at 12. 
24, Carey st, Lineoln’s 
Rawson, PrEepericx, Eine, "Tailor, July Sati. Off Rec, 2, St Benedict's sq, 
ame Davies, Carmarthen, Grocer. July 5at%. Off Rec, 11, Quay 
gue.” James Hesey, Birmingham, Ornamenter. July ¢ at 11. 25, Colmore 
row, 
STAFFOED, Dies Lincoln's inn” Brighton, Boot Maker. July 6 at 12. Bankruptcy 
Fg Notts, no occupation. July 5at 12. Off 
rma perepent, Nottingham July 8 at 3. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
VisTzx. South st, Wandsworth, Grocer. July 8 at12, 100, Victoria 
st, Pees 


Wass Peepers Wi111sm, Long Eaton, Derbychire, Lace Manufacturer, 

aly 6 at 2. Flying Horse Hotel, Nottingham 

Wuaxrtos, Cuanies, Mirfield, Yorks, Agent. July 6 at 10. Off 
Kec, ~— chbrs, Batiey 

Wurrexix, Wim, Taunton, Hatter. July 6 at 2. Off Rec, 9, Middle st, 


at 12. Off Rec, Col- 
K. Beanfort Sorpnee, Ful Provision Merchant, 
33, "Gaeey 0 Lincoln ane 


pk mene lll 
illenhall, Staffs, out of business. Biackburn, Pet 


meet CuAnLzs Sry, Bristol, Ironmonger. July 5 
more row, _ 


Grains 


Arrizey, Wirii1Ax Brew, W: 
dune 16. Ord June % 





ARNOLD, ALBERT JOHN, Dover, Tailor, Canterbury. Pet Juneé. Ord June22 


pimrary, De Puantze, Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet May 81. 


aude Jous Tae Wootprince, Ferix Joyce Bownsn, and Joun Ovr- 
nm +4 td anaes st, Oxford st, Print Sellers. High Court. Pet April 29, 
r une 
CoLiins, James CuumA, Tamworth, Warwickshire, out of employment. Bir- 
mingbam. Pet June 22, Ord June 23 
Comm, a E.iott, Tottenham ct rd, Bootmaker. High Court. Pet May 


une 
ree ~ ry Greyhound rd, Fulham, Grocer. High Court. Pet June 20, 


Davies, Davin, , Eo Stationer. Carmarthen. Pet Junei7. OrdJune % 
Davis, Tom, Parkstone, Dorset, Builder. Poole. Pet June3. Ord June 2% 
Dawson, LEwI!s, Rochdale, Lancs, Iron Merchant. Oldham. Pet June 7. Ord 


June 24 

nema. SaMUEL Harrison, Chester, Saddler. Chester. Pet June 24. Ord 
une 24 

Des VicNEs, GrzorGE Francis GABRIEL, any aad Surrey, Boat Builder. 
Kingston, Surrey. Pet May 21. Ord J 

Bows. ne = 7 “ree Votton Waste ‘Merchant. Manchester. Pet 
une 10. 

en ~ | nee, Liantor, Merioneth, Labourer. Wrexham. Pet June 23, 

une 24 
Eton, JAMES A eam Newton Toney, Wilts, Carrier. Salisbury. Pet June 20, 


Ord Jun 
nea, oe | -re Abergavenny, Mon, Sculptor. Tredegar. Pet June 1, 


Friemin, pin Renews 3 rd, Wandsworth Common, Olerk. Wandsworth. 
Pet June3. Ord 

FOLiey, pre Sunderland, Piemaker. Sunderland. Pet June 22, Ord 
une 

bree een AsutTon, Chelmsford, Miller, Chelmsford. Pet Mayi7. Ord 
une 

Goines, Tuomas, Pocklington, Yorks, Butcher. York. Pet June 24. Ord 
une 24 


HALFORD, FREDERICK BENJAMIN, Cleveland gdns, out of business. High Court, 
Pet June 8. Ord June 9 


Hammacos, Gaurst Dzay, “Folkestone, Upholsterer. Canterbury. Pet May 20, 
Haney, Sane Syarrensos, Nottingham, Painter. Nottingham. Pet June 25, 
Heap, Wiazam, Deb Brick lane, Bethnal Green, Draper. High Court. Pet April 
Honem, Isaac, ‘Threapthwaite, Cumberland, Joiner. Whitehaven. Pet June 
Hoe, ae, Birmingham, Wheelwright. Birmingham. Pet May 7. Ord 
Hram, _carraaen, Holborn Viaduct, Tailor. High Court. Pet May 11. Ord 
TiLgweeen. Lou, Bingley, Yorks, Cal Merchant. Bradford. Pet June 8, 


JENKINS. Davin, Cardiff, China Dealer. Cardiff. Pet June17. Ord June 23 


Jone, sous Ray Blaenan Festiniog, Merionethshire, Tailor. Bangor. Pet 
une June 
JONES, WILLIAM, Nth Builder. Swansea. Pet May 3t. Ord June 24 


ae, Joes Jacos, Northampton, Builder. Northampton. Pet June 24, Ord 
LEE, —-, APOLERUS, South Shields, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 
. une 
POLLYBLANK, NICHOLAS, and RicHarD Hewry Parr, Goswell rd, Licensed 
Vv High Co 23 


art. Pet June20. Ord June 
SHARP, ELKANAH, Bradford, China Dealer. Bradford. Pet Juné7. Ord June 2% 


Suarrez, JonN, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June 7. Ord June 25 


SicceRrs, GEORGE WILLOUGHBY, pee Be ey Licensed Victualer, 
High Court. wo June 20. Ord Ji 
8x: 2 - CLAREMONT ALFRED, Brentwood, € Gent. Chelmsford. Pet April 7. Ord 


SLATER, | Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet June 20. Ord June? 
Srart, Wir11am Tuomas, Beeston, Notts. no occupation. Nottingham. Pet 


une 2. Ord June 25 
Stvurces, JOHN SiInciaIR, Bath, Schoolmaster. Bath. Pet June 2%. Ord 
Ord 


June 24 
ene Hi, Birmingham, Merchant. Birmingham. Pet May 31. 


une 
TAYLOR, JONATHAN, Liverpool, Clerk,: Liverpool. Pet June4. Ord June 28 


TuvRiow, GiorGio LuicI ANTONIO, and Et1zzeN Mary THURLOW, Tecmsington, 
. Warwick. Pet June is. Ord June 23 
end, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 


Was, Freperic W1111AM, Long Eaton, AE PAN Lace Manufacturer. 
Derby. west Janes. Ord June %4 

Wuirerzy, Wii114mM Hewry, and noxas, THornTon, Huddersfield, Dyers. 
Huddersfield. Pet June2. Ord J 

Waresaam, Jou. Za Ynysybwil, Gaamamneneialens Grocer. Pontypridd, Pet June 

Wngo OF BEESARD ‘Geneon, Union ct, Old Broad st, Solicitor. High Court. 

June 24 
Woop, W11114M, Chelmsford, Builder. Chelmsford, Pet March?2. Ord June2s 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
me wo a Regent st, Publisher. High Court. Adjud May 8, 
. Ann 








WARNING TO INTENDING re Hotes PURCHASERS AND Lrssees. ~ Before P 
« renting a house have the ssrensemen te thoroug if Vis —— 
— a The Sanitary Engin Ventilation Co., Py \ pomyy yan ent 
ster (Estab, 1875), who also the Ventilation of Offices, fet J 


STAMMEREDO and SUTTEREGS should penis ous. a sh book by Mr 


’s Court House, W ee price Rdg 3 
Author, ‘tier mufering neatly 49 years, cured hime by a method entirely 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 6—Mesers. Depexuam, Teweon, F. & BuripoewAtTeEn, at the at 
77 oc. Peocketd and Leasehold Prcpertion and Grcemd ants (ese advention: 
seen Frtae. 8 6 and 7, and June 26, p. 4), 
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July 7.—Messars. Humpert, Son, & Frint, at the Mi at 2 p.m., Reversions, 
Freehold Garden Ground, and Haif Share in Freehold Estate (sce advertise. 
a we iE , Lm & ORANFIELD, a! the Mart, at 2 Reversions, 

Ju _ m0... 

a, &c. (see svete June li, p. 12; anh the week, p. aN : 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 
gms oe 28, at Sutton, Surrey, the wife of Leslie Antill, solicitor, of a 
ugh ter. 

NNING.—June 22, at Rossmore, Yorktown, Surrey, the wife of 8. T. Banning, 
©} the Middle Tem femple, barrister-et-lew, of a son oon en wih 00:0 
OHAMBERLAYNE. — June a mn, Vuneaton, e le itanes 

Chamberlayne, barrister-at-law, of a pte 


MARRIAGE, 
CoEN—KNILL.—June 22, at Greenwich, James bn Pd the Middle Temple, to 
Rose, daughter of Alderman Stuart nines of eath. 


ATHS. 
pint seme 27, at Ringwood, Hoi Joseph Henry Dart, barrister-at-law, 
a A —June 27, at Cirencester, Goange Thomas Edwards, barrister-at-law, 
of Queensborough-terrace, W., aged 51 
v= une 20, at Wimbledon-common, Finlay Knight, of the Inner Temple, 
8 . 





All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must o¢ 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 





CONTENTS. 


UURRENT TOPIOS «-<0-.ce+ceccesces SBT History SoLtorrors AND 
RECTIFICATION OF mS . 2 Litters 595 
Writs or Manerep WOMEN ...... 589. Sapnesses-sreeet veer am 
GoamEONDEES . 


seseccsoeee -seee 


e+eeeee see8e 


Woe: oor 
Be | (eemeeas era pen rrmewre as 


The Subscription to the Soxtcrrons’ Jovnwat t#¢—Town, 268. 6d. ; 
Country, 288. 6d, ; with the Wauxty Reronrar, 53s. Payment in ad- 
vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volunce bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 64. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity, 


in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


a Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beve for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.”” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being me Peon sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 

all palates, keeps for years in all climates, and is four ey 


ROBE 


times the strength cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


with starch, &c., and tm REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Mixtures. SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law W! id Gowns f , 
iw wake wns fy Town Clerks, 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a te:spoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrma A La Vanre is the most delicate, digestible, 


tacpmelgpee = Baye earn me eed Be taken whet | comppRATiON ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


fn tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwzrrzzr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C, 


To Her eater, the Lord d Ohancellor, the hay ~ ad 
the Ji ory dinial Bench, h, Corporation tion of London, &e 


ze mee vrmy |UNTEARABLE LETTER 


COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
a 1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made. 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 








LINCOLN’S INN, W.0. 


7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 








Possise 5. nous» or APART- 
UGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S Tone SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded a.D. 1868. 
Cash Laggan We No extra oped for time given. 
Particulars, estimates, me opinions, onials 


pos 
¥F. MOEDER, 248, 249, and 250, Tovpouyets sort 


SOAP. 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY 





TO H.R.H, THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
ReAnD AND 00.8 Al SAUOE, 


SOAP. 





SOAP. 


Pears’ 


SOAP. 





Gours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 





TTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


yp eaae OF BEEF, BEEF TEa. 








‘ PPUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





PEOIALITIES for INVALIIS., 
CAUTION :~3EWARE OF IMITATIONS 
Sole address 
_ il, LITTLE STANHOPE STRERT, MAYFAIR, 
MADE WITH BOILING WATER, 


EPPS Ss 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING, 








“PERFECTION” SOAP, 








COCOA SROsFIELt's 


MADE WITH BOILING MILK. 
HODGKINSON & CO0.’S 


HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSOAP, 
and other PAPERS. 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS, 

Oan be obtained hrough all Stationers, 
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MILNER’S SAFES. 


MILNER’S Strong, Holdfast, & Fire Resist- 
ing Safes & Banker’s Strong Rooms. 


£ 6. 
. from 48 





MILNER’S DEED BOXES 
For Lawyers 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Py tee poate _— 
ith japanned xes ‘om 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Booksand documents _,, 


MILNER’S SAFES 
For Church Plate... ass 


MILNER’S SAFES 

For Jewellery ove 
MILNER’S SAFES 

For pgeatens, apecially 
MILNER’S SAFES 

For Bankers... 


MILNER’S SAFES 
For Diamonds 68 


MILNER’S SAFE DEPOSITS ... «+» 5,000 


ILLUSTRATED DRAWINGS AND ESTIMATES FREE 
BY POST. 


28, Finsbury-pavement, E.C. 
28, Market-street, Manchester. 
8, Lord-street, Liverpool. 
Phoenix Safe Works, Liverpool. 


a Sa? avrnourrr, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 


16 
52 








MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 











— and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
S MEMORANDA. and ARTICLES OF bana ape 


r form for 
SHARE C 
prin 


and 

FICATES, D BENTURES, 

ae., engraved and SOF FIO IAL SEALS designed 
executed. No Charge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(late ASH & FLINT), 

Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 

49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourner 


of Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER; 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE LONDON 8&.C. 


Nato Copying and Engrossing. 








D 
Printed at 1s. per folio. 
CONVEY. AN wong me MORTGAGES, Sage 


Discount allowed for pouil esas accounts, 
op bg RAPHY. 
DRAFTS 


ABSTETINUTES ¢ oF oy BViDEN OR, Lithographed 


we st OF WF ESTATES, SP SP “gat BUILD- 

pee | iG SOCIETIES’ iotiiecsee, LEASES, » Lithographed 

PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 
The best Remedy for 
AGIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 
And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 
and Infante, 


Children, 
DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 


CLAIM AN 
, and other PLEADING 





SIX per CENT. GUARANTEED MORTGAGE 
BONDS. 


LOMBARD INVESTMENT COMPANY. | 
Shareholders eal Bonbon Dols ey and py 
250,000 dols. ; Total, 2, 000 date. ae 

Head Otice—Sosten, Ses 


ay jun., 

Western Re ge 4 City, Mo, Mr. J. L. Lom- 
d, Vi ce- President and Manager. 

Sole pe. for Great Britain and Ireland—Mr. H. 

Ramsden (Ramsden & Austin, Solicitors), 150, 


Leadenhall 
The Company is to receive money for in- 
f Freeholds 


ding 6 per cent. interest, 
baiary a Peondon, pei 
guaran y. For full ys 
as to these investments pam to the London Office 


[ae MORTGAGE INSURANCE OOR- 
PORATION, LIMITED. 

AMOUNT OF CAPITAL SUBSORIBED, £710,000 
Offices of the 


Winchester House, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
Rt. Hon. E. Preypgs1i1t Bo’ . 
Sir SYDNEY rH. “WATERLOW, Bart. So. 
Policies are now Corporation 
insuring Mortgages Freeh: as and Lessehold 
Property, holders of Meremge De bentures and 
— Stock, against loss of principal and in- 
especial advan 


teTnese Pedicles wih Se. & ey 
4 oh seapeneine for 


Trustees whe ma; 
ent u 
“hae ‘> i os the Corporation will 
§ hy at the lowest 





Mortgagors insurin 
also be enabled to o 
possible rate of interest. 
The Corporation also grants Policies to Lease- 
holders insuring the return of the Amount invested 
at the expiration of their leases or at any fixed 


periods, 
For iculars and conditions of | Seemoenee ply 
to ne Weoceuaey mrnsEee Re 
JAS. C. P. SEP, ‘Secretary. 


UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street treet, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
DIRECTORS : 
CHAIRMAN—BEAUMONT W. LUBBOCK, Esq. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—JOHN B, MaRTIN, Esq 
Wm. Hill Dawson, Esq. | John Hunter, Esq. 
Beery Bonham - Carter, Berge Lake, , Esq. 
Rt. on. .G. J. Shaw- 
Lefevre, M.P. 
8. sone Morley, Esq. 
H orman,Esq. 
y pe Ercveet E 
aq. John, @ Talbot, Esq., 





Chats F. Devas, E 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, 
James Goodson, 

i Poms, 





chase Capital yee  Srennes paid up and in- 
+ £1,000,000 
000 
Total Annual 000 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at “MIDSUMMER 
should be renewed at the Head Office, or with the 
Agents, on or before the 9th dav of JULY. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
ED, or Loans 

by the EQUITABLE RE- 

ST BOCIETY (LIMITED), 10 

Lan e place, Waterloo Bridge, Eatablished 

e &) 2600, le on Loans may 
iw 
F. 8. CLAYTON, ) Joint 
0. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836 


E.0. Assspzzx: 1, 


INCOME & FUNDS (1886) :— 
Fire Premiums ... 
Life Premiums ... 





nnuities thereon 
VERSIONARY INT 
caster- 





Lomwpom: 1, M 








SALES ES AUCTION FOR THE TE WSC 
VES DEBENHAM, WSOM, 
a &B 


RIDGEWATER fe my 
that their SALES of TANDED ESTATES, Invest 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Bus' F 
Building Land, ’ Ground. rents, Advowsons, Reve 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at | 
mnhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
land, in the City of London, as follows:— 


Tues., July 5 Tues., Aug 2 
Tues., J 4 A 
Thurs., J 
vi 19 » Aug 
Tues., fues., July 26 Tues., Aug 30 
 Aaatiete one es th BE on other days. how 
insure pro) Fee! due notice should be given 
The ween such noti otice and the —— 
tion must ms depend upon the nature , 
gree A printed scale of terms can 
healt Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Te 
0. 


eo DEBENHAM, TEWS 
A ‘ARME & BRIDGEWATER’S 

pea ne ip Snr ly USES to be SOLD or ORT, usin oh 
— ied Estates, Town Coun: Residences, Hu 


Shooting Quarters, Rents, } 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, 
published on the first day of each month, and x 
~btained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Ch 
£.C. or will be sent by post in return return for three st 

for insertion shoul fd be received not later t 
faut Gay previous ot ead of te precoia mont. 
Moers PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Lite 
and Fine Art Anctloncers 47, Leiceste: 
worcito vd eee da the ‘tha’ , Eacow = ft 
80. I by 
yb ey Re of Books and 
14 Peintings, end other works connec 
‘usical Instruments, and 


Saal 
mi 


Tues., Oct 4 








= for Probate and Leg Legacy Duty, or for Pu 





ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND 


Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious 

&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thu 

and Fridays. 

Fs of Boliciiems, Executors, oa 

Ste Gel of Feoer ode a hi 

ee ¥ ‘ 
the frequency of their 


PE. . tD. eB F to inglude large or 
cygatitien 8 (if poauren. 


mit y= 


—_ 
ing), 38 aang #6, Gr & a iene ty notify . 
ther Auction Sales 
Boeing &c., are held ay an onthe e_Pugaltare, - 
Saturday excepted). 

O BANKERS, INSURANCE 00 

gt es SOLICITORS, and Othera.—4, , 
the ground-floor a 











by electric nant, ane fitted 
ots Mh 
Office, in the Hall and 64, Chancery. 


BOLD ENeTAL OHAMBERS t to a 








































